ERIC 



DOCOHERT BESUHE 

£D 107 864 CE 003 969 



AUTHOR 
TITLE 

IHSTITOTION 
SPOHS AGENCY 



REPORT NO 
POB DATE 
BOTE 

EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



I!;ENTIFIERS 



Fisher, Allan H., Jr.; And Others 

Career Potential Among ROTC Enrollees: A Comparison 
of 1972 and 1973 Survey Results, Interim Report, 
Air Force Human Resources Lab., Alexandria, Ta. 
Hanpover Development Div. 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Manpower and Reserve Affairs (DOD) , Washington, 
D,C, 

AFHRL-TR-74-3 9; 0AS'i)/B6RA-MR-7U-U 

Nov 73 

126p. 

t!F-$0.76 HC-$6.97 PLCS POSTAGE 

Armed Forces; Career Choice; Career Opportunities; 
♦College Programs; Colleges; College Students; 
Comparative Analysis; Military Personnel; Military 
Service; *Military Training; *Officer Personnel; 
Participant Satisfaction; *Recruitment ; Scholarships; 
♦Student Motivation; Student Opinion; Surveys; 
Tuition Gra,.ts 

♦Reserve Officer Training Corps; ROTC 



ABSTRACT 

Research into the career intentions of Army, Navy and 
Air Force ROTC cadets showed that a majority were willing to stay and 
continue into the advanced program, even without financial aid. The 
proportion for Army enrollees was much- lower than for Navy or Air 
Force enrollees. Almost half of all advanced cadets were undecided 
about staying on active duty for more than one tour of duty, with 
Army enrollees the let st likely and Air Force enrollees the most 
likely to remain. "Military career opportunities" and the chance for 
"travel, adventure, and ne% experiences" were the most commonly cited 
reasons for entering ROTC. Navy cadets also indorsed the "opportunity 
for further academic education." A majority of Army and Air Force 
scholarship holders, and less than half the Navy scholarship 
enrollees, indicated they would have entered ROTC without a 
scholarship. Over 60% in all services indicated they would have 
entered ROTC without a subsistaace allowance, but the 1972 and 1973 
surveys showed an increase in the proportion of respondents who would 
not have joined the program without the allowance. Data are tabulated 
throughout the text and in an appendix, which also contains survey 
instruments. (Author/MDW) 
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SUMMARY 



CAREER POTENTIAL 

Short-range Potential 

Short-range options studied included: (1) Willingness to stay in 
the ROTC program if given the opportunity to leave; (2) Desire to continue 
f roa the Basic program into the Advanced program; and (3) Willingness to 
remain in the ROTC program without financial assistance and course credit. 

In all three programs (Army, Navy, and Air Force) > more than half of 
the enrollees indicated they would remain in the program even if given 
the opportunity to leave. But in 1973, Army enrollees were significantly 
less likely to stay (67%) than were Navy enrollees (84%), and Air Force 
enrollees (85%). These differences are largely attributable to the large 
number of Army Non-scholarship enrollees who indicated that they would 
leave the program if they had the opportunity. In contrast, results tor 
Army cadets with Scholarships were more favorable and were comparable to 
the results for cadets ia the other Services. 

Basic cadets were asked if they would go on to the Advanced program. 
In 1973, the response was highly favorable among Navy and Air Force cadets 
(85% and 84% respectively). The Army cadets were much less favorable (57%). 
The difference between the Army and the other branches was again attributabl 
to the Army Non-scholarship cadets. In the 1973 survey, only 52% of Army 
Basic Non-scholarship enrollees indicated that they plan to continue into 
the Advanced program. Differences' in intention were found between Scholar- 
ship and Non-scholarship enrollees for the Navy and Air Force, but they 
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were not as pronounced as the differences noted for Basic Army enrollees. 
The only differences in response over time occurred among Army Non- 
scholarship cadets. More of these cadets reported that they expect to 
leave the program in 1973 than did so in 1972. 

Cadets were asked directly if they would remain in the ROTC program 
without a scholarship (if they held one) , or without a subsistence 
allowance (if they were eligible to receive one). In both cases, there 
was a general decrease from 1972 to 1973 in willingness to stay in ROXC 
without assistance. There was a corresponding increase in willingness 
to leave the program, if financial assistance was not available. However, 
the proportion of Scholarship holders willing to stay in ROTC did not drop 
below 64% except in the case of Navy Scholarship holders. In this instance, 
only 50% in 1972 and 41% in 1973 indicated they would remain in the Navy 
ROTC program without their scholarships. Over 60% of cadets eligible 
for subsistence allowances said they would stay in ROTC, even if they did 
not receive this allowance. Thus, retention levels remained generally 
high, but there may be an increasingly important role played by financial 
assistance in maintaining retention. 

Over 55% of the ROTC enrollees indicated they would remain in ROTC 
without receiving college credit for their ROTC coursework. Army cadets 
were least likely to remain in ROTC without college credit, while Air 
Force cadets were most likely to remain in ROTC without college credit. 

The Army, then, appears to have the most difficulty retaining enrollees 
and is generally the Service most dependent upon outside incentives (the 
role of the scholarship amoi^g Navy cadets is one key exception). Changes 
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from 1972 to 1973 seem to be in the direction of greater reliance on 
outside incentives for retention in each ROTC program^ 
Long-Range Potential 

In 1973, 25% of Army cadets, 31% of Navy cadets, and 42% of Air Force 
cadets indicated that they intended to stay in the military service beyond 
• their initial tour of duty. Almost half were undecided (43% to 51%). 

Among Army cadets. Scholarship holders were more likely to be interested 
in a military career than Non-scholarship cadets. Also, the proportion 
of Non-sciolarshlp cadets planning to leave the Service after their first 
tcur increased significantly from 1972 to 1973. Differences among Navy 
and Air Force cadets were related to academic status (Basic/ Advanced) 
rather than financial assistance. In both the Navy and Air Force, Basic 
cadets were more likely to want to pursue, a military career than Advanced 
ca -ets. 

Draft Motivation and ROTC enrollment 

In each Service, a higher percentage of Basic ROTC enrollees were 
rue-volunteers" than Advanced enrollees. This result might be expected 
with the lessening of the "draft environment" between the times when 
Basic and Advanced cadets joined ROTC. Scholarship holders were more likely 
to be "true volunteers" than Non-scholarship cadets. In general, the Army 
rate of "true volunteerism" was lower than the Navy or Air Force rates. 
Also, while the Navy and Air Force programs increased their rates of "true 
volunteerism" from 1972 to 1973, the Army program did not* All services 
also show somewhat higher rates of "true volunteerism" among cadets planning 
a military career than among those planning to leave the Service after 
their first tour of duty. People who were draft-motivated when they 
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enrolled in RDTC do not want military careers. 
KNOWLEDGE AND AWARENESS OF MILITARY OFFICER TRAINING PROGRAMS 
Awareness of Officer Compensation 

About half of all ROTC enrollees are able to correctly estimate 
beginning of ficer base pay, the date of the most recent pay increase, 
or the approximate total officer entry earnings. There are no outstanding 
differences in knowledge of officer compensation between 1972 and 1973, 
or between the branches of KDTC. Cadets were also asked if they thought 
the pay of beginning military officers and other college graduates in 
their first civilian job was equivalent. About 40% thought the pay was 
equivalent and an additional 20% (Navy) to 42% (Air Force) thought that 
the pay of beginning military officers exceeded the earnings of college 
graduates in civilian jobs. Thus, it appears that military pay and allow- 
ances currently have a favorable image among ROTC enrollees. 

Awareness of Various Training Programs 

ROTC cadets were also asked about their awareness of ROTC and other 
off-campus officer training programs (PLC, ROC, and AVROC). 

In general, the PLC program received the highest rate of claimed 
awareness among the off-campus programs (from 38% for Air Force cadets 
to 69% for Navy cadets, in 1973). Among those respondents who claimed 
awareness of the various off-campus programs, the PLC program also received * 
the highest proportion of correct sponsor identification (U.S. Marine 
Corps). Generally, recognition of these programs was at a level of 50% 
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or lover among ROTC cadets* 

As expected, most men in ROTC claimed to have heard of the ROTC 
prosrami However, a substantial proportion of the Army cadets did not 
know of the existence of the Navy ROTC program (46Z) or the Air Force 
ROTC program (41Z) . Thirty-five percent of the Air Force respondents did 
, not know of the Navy program. But awareness of the services which sponsor 

ROTC programs was 75Z or higher in other instances. 

Personal Sources of Information 

Fathers, military recruiters (at school), and close friends were the 
three major sources of information about military service indicated by 
ROTC enrollees in both 1972 and 1973. 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH ENROLLMENT 

General Reasons for Applying for ROTC 

In general, "military career opportunities" and "travel, adventure, 
and new experiences" were the two most highly supported reasons which 
exert "strong influence" on the decision to enroll in ROTC programs, in 
the opinion of respondents in 1973. The only exception occurred an.ong 
Navy cadets where slightly more respondents endorsed "the opportunity for 
further academic education" than endorsed "military career opportunities". 
"Service tc^ your country" (patriotism) is a reason which reportedly 
decreased in influence from 1972 to 1973. In contrast, the "opportunity 
for further academic education", ''pay and allowances", and "benefits such 
as medical care, BX/PX, etc.," ar^ all reasons accorded increased importance 
in 1973 by cadets in ROTC programs sponsored by the Army, Navy, and 
Air Force. 
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* Specific Reasons for Applying for ROTC 

Economic factors are generally the most highly endorsed considerations 
for Joining an ROTC program* Thus, the following specific reasons were 
considered to exert strong influence in the aecision to enroll in ROTC: 
paid college tuition, payments to attend college (in spite of parental 
income) > the receipt of a monthly subsistence allowanci^, and obtaining 
college expense money for two or four years • In general, economic 
considerations were accorded significantly greater influence by respondents 
in 1973 than 1972* 

In addition, being able to attend the college of their choice was also 
considered important by cadets in all three programs • Among Navy and 
Air Force cadets, the choice of branch of seivice was also of considerable 
importance* For the Air Force cadets, becoming an aviation officer was 
the second most important factor • It was endorsed by 60% of the Air Force 
respondents in 1973 • 

Conditions of ROTC Affiliation 

In both surveys, the majority of the Army and Air Force Scholarship 
holders indicated they would have joined the ROTC program even without 
a scholarship. However, only 40% of the 1973 Navy Scholarship holders 
indicated they would do the same* 

In both surveys, over 60% of the respondents said they would have 
joined without a subsistence allowance. These positive results are 
tempered by the fact that, from 1972 to 1973, an increasing proportion 
indicated they would not have joined the program without the allowance. 

6 

Er|c 11 



• 



ERIC 



From 42% to 54% of cadets in 1973 said they woa?.d not have joined 
ROTC if dropouts from the program during the first two years had to 
repay the government for the funds they received. 

Persons Influential in ROTC Affiliation 

ROTC cadets chose the person most influential on their decision to 
Join ROTC from a list of alternative categories. The category of "parents, 
friends, or relatives" was selected as the most influential category 
by the majority of cadets in all three ROTC programs, in both years. 

THE PERCEIVED QUALITY OF ROTC INSTRUCTION 

Attitudes Toward ROTC Instructors and Coursework 
The majority of ROTC enrollees thought their ROTC instructors were 
'ks good as" or "better than" their other college instructors, in both 1972 
and 1973. About half felt they were as good, and an additional 302 to 
40% thought they were better. 

Respondents were somewhat less- enthusiastic about the quality of ROTC 
coursework. In 1973, 50% to 60% thought that ROTC coursework was about 
as good as other courses, but only 15% to 20% thought it wa** better than 
their other courses. However. Army and Air Force cadets gave more favor- 
able assessments of ROTC coursework in 1973 than in 1972. 

Comparison of Grades in ROTC with College G rades in General 
Another way to evaluate the quality of ROTC programs is to compare 
the grades men earn in ROTC to their general grades in college. Cadets 
report receiving higher grades in ROTC classes than they do in college 
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clabses in general. This finding may be due to a variety of reasons. 
The present data do not offer a definitive explanation but the results 
suggest that difficulty in getting good grades in the program does not 
seem to be a factor which might deter cadets from entering (or remaining 
in) ROTC programs. 

Suggested Improvements in ROTC 

Cadets evaluated three general policy areas with respect to improve- 
ment in ROTC. They overwhelmingly approved the idea of receiving college 
credit for ROTC coursework. Only a minority favored the abolition of 
drills and marching, and only a minority endorsed the cpncept of moving 
ROTC off -campus. But among Army and Air Force cadets, there were signi- 
ficant increases in the proportions who felt ROTC should be moved off- 
campus from 1972 to 1973. 



PREFACE 



This Consulting Report indicates the extent of career motivation 
among current enrollees in Reserve Officer Candidate Programs (ROTO) in 
1973, Selected results from a similar survey conducted in 1972 are in- 
cluded for comparison purposes. Additional 1972 and 1973 comparisons are 
reported which indicate: (1) the levels of factual knowledge of, and 
attitudes toward, military officer training programs; (2) factors related 
to expressed interest in applying for enrollment in ROTC programs; and 
(3) the perceived quality of ROTC instructional course work. In total. 
These comparisons allow an assessment of changes in career potential which 
may have resulted with the -cpiration of the draft, or occurred as a result of 
other events or activities which transpired between 1972 and 3973. 

This report is the second in a series of three reports which present 
the results of a comprehensive 1973 ROTC survey of enrollment potential 
and career potential for a variety of college-based military officer training 
programs. The first report in this series is concerned with the potential 
for enrollment in these programs among civilian youth who are college-bound. 
The third report in the series is corxemed with the career potential 
of current enrollees in one of three "off-campus" military officer 
training programs (ROC, AVROC, or PLC). 

The 1972 and 1973 surveys were designed by Mr. George Mihaly and Mr. 
Gideon D. Rathnum of Gilbert Youth Research, Inc. for the Department of 
Defense. Gilbert Youth Research, Inc. was responsible for selecting the 
1972 and 1973 samples, conducting the personal interviews, and performing 
the data tabulations for both the 1972 and 1973 surveys. 
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Analyses of the data tabulations and report preparation activities 
were performed by HumRRO Division 7 (Social Science), Alexandria, 
Virginia, Dr. Robert G. Smith, Jr., Director. The Principal Investigator 
was Dr. Allan H. Fisher, Jr. Dr. Richard J. Orend and Ms. Leslie S. Rigg 
provided research assistance. 

HumRRO also assisted in the initial questionnaire design and 
development of the sample requirements for these surveys. 

Helpful guidance in substantive aspects of the data analyses and 
report preparation were provided by Col. Gerald Perselay (USAF) , Director 
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INTRODUCTICK 

This survey was conceived as part of a systematic effort by the 
Department of Defense to study enrollment potential and caieer potential 
for selected college-based military officer training prograns on an annual 
basis. Previous empirical research concerning the attitudes of selected 
ROTC enrollees toward program completion and/or a military career has been 
conducted (Griffith, 1972 on USAF enrollees; N. W. Aver, 1972 on Army 
enrollees). However, these studies were not designed to provide a continuing 
multi-service assessment of career potential but rather to indicate career 
potential for selected ROTC prograizs at one point in tine and/or to suggest 
relationships which might be explored in future research, e.g., the relation- 
ship of race to career intentions (Griffith, 1972). In contrast, the DoD 
surveys ("ROTC Surveys") covered in this report are multi-Service, multi- 
year assessments of career potential among enrollees in ROTC programs. 

The initial DoD survey in this series (conducted in May 1972) was 
designed to provide information on career potential, and on the level of 
factual knowledge of, and attitudes toward, ROTC programs and off-campus 
programs of officer training among current program enrollees (Fisher & 
Harford, 1972). The survey also was designed to identify demographic, 
attitudinal, and programmatic correlates of expressed interest in making a 
career of military service. The present May 1973 survey constitutes a 
replication of the May 1972 surv^ey. 

Continued research on career potential ever time provides an on-going 
measure of the acceptance of current ROTC programs ar.ong enrollees. Further, 
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it assures continued availability of current data necessary to appraise 
the reactions of these potential officers to external events and program 
modifications which may impact on their attitudes toward: (1) continued 
enrollment in these programs, and (2) a future career as an officer in 
the military service. 
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METHOD 



Sampling Requirement 

Sampling requirements for each survey were generated by HumRSD in 
discussions with representatives of OASD (M&RA) . Target populations were 
identified to correspond with the major objectives of the present study, 
e.g., to estimate career potential among current enrollees in ROTC. These 
particular populations consisted of male enrollees in Army, Navy, and Air 

Force ROTC programs. 

In particular, the following distinctions were made: (a) branch of 
Service (Army, Navy, or Air Force); (b) Basic course (freshmen/sophomore) 
versus Advanced course (junior, senior); and (c) Scholarship status 
(tuition, books, subsistence allowance) versus Non-Scholarship status 
(subsistence allowance in Advanced course only). The sample requirement 
consisted of 200 cases for each combination of the twelve Service programs 
X the two course status conditions, for a total of approximately 2400 cases. 
The same sampling requirement was used in the 1972 and 1973 surveys. 

Sampling Procedures 

For each survey, Gilbert Youth Research, Inc. drew the samples of 
ROTC enrollees from population data provided by the respective Armed 
Services. A basic list of institutions was compared to the Gilbert naster 
sample of colleges, with maximum overlap employed in the selection of 
colleges. Next, Service population listings were employed to determine 
the number of cases to interview per campus, to get the. requisite numb 
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of respondents by status (Basic/ Advanced; Scholarship/Non-scholarship) , 
within Service. Given these numeric rc^quirements by campus, ROTC 
student listings were then sampled to obtain the names of enroilees to be 
interviewed . 

The above procedure was used to draw samples in both the 1972 and 
1973 surveys. Two independent samplings were employed. 

The sample size for each survey is summarized below, together with the 
projected population of each ROTC program. (See Appendix A for detailed 
sample size information) . 

SAMPLE SIZE 



Po pulation 

Army ROTC 

Navy ROTC 

USAF ROTC 
Totals 



1972 Survey 



Sample 
Size 



896 



607 



766 



2,259 



Projected 
Population 

50,236 



7,459 

19.967 
77,662 



1973 Survey 



Sample 
Size 



829 



613 



857 



2,299 



Projected 
Population 

41,069 
8,154 



20.064 



69,287 
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Sample Comparability 

The 1972 and 1973 samples of ROTC enrollees were compared on a 
series of demographic characteristics to determine the equivalence of the 
two samples. The rea^^ori for these comparisons was as follows: If the 
1972 and 1973 samples differed appreciably in demographic composition, 
any differences in car.^.er intentions might be artifacts of these sampling 
differences, as opposed to bonafide changes in attitude from 1972 to 1973. 

There were no major, consistent differences in sample composition 
from 1972 to 1973. The minor differences which were observed would not 
be sufficient to jeopardize comparisons 'f rates of career intention from 
1972 to 1973. Data on the comparability of the 1972 and 1973 samples is 
given in Appendix B. Differences are discussed in the Appendir.. 

Questionnaire 

An extended questionnaire was designed for the 1972 survey and 
maintained in essentially the same form for the 1973 survey, for purposes 
of comparability. See Appendix C for a copy of the 1973 questionnaire. 

Administration 

All data reported in each survey were obtained from extended personal 
interviews. In conducting these interviews, Gilbert Youth Research, Inc. 
employs peer-group interviews in conjunction with local supervision to 
increase the likelihood of valid responses. A systematic program of 
interview verification is used to insure data quality. 
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Data Analyses 

For each survey, results for each sample were weighted for extra- 
polation to the respective populations. Data from concurrent ROTC 
enrollees were weighted to represent the population distribution in Basic 
and Advanced status, within Scholarship/Non-scholarship status, for each 
of the three Armed Services. 

Data analyses for the samples of ROTC enrollees consisted of tabula- 
tions of each questionnaire item controlling on respondent status in these 
programs (Scholarship/Non-scholarship by Service, and Basic/Advanced by 
Service) . 

Tests of the statistical significance were performed manually on 
the tabulated data to evaluate differences in rates of response to selected 
questions in 1972 and 1973. All tests reported in Section I are "t-tests" 
which compare the 1972 and 1973 rates of response in the projected popula- 
tions, using the sample size (N) from each survey population as appropriate. 
Tests reported in the other Sections are approximations to the "t-test" 
procedure which employ the table look-up process given in Appendix D. 
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RESULTS 

I. CAREER POTENTIAL 

The major objective of this survey was to estimate the size of the 
career population among enrollees in ROTC programs. 

The career intentions of ROTC enrollees (cadets) were evaluated in 
tcras of their immediate career intentions and their long-r ange career 
intentions . The distinction involves the willingness to complete the 
undergraduate ROTC program (immediate goal) as opposed tc making a career 
as a military officer (long-range career intentions). 

A. IMMEDIATE CAREER INTENTIONS 

1. .Intention to Remain in ROTC 

Immediate career intentions were assessed by asking each cadet the 
hypothetical question: "If you had no military obligation and were permitted 
to leave your military officer training program, would you do so?" The 
permissible response options read (a) "Yes, I would leave the program as 
soon as possible," (b) "No, I would stay in the program," and (c) "I 
don't know." Results appear in Table I-l. 

A substantial majority of cadets in each SOtC program (Army, Navy, 
and Air Force) claimed they would stay in the program eveti if given the 
opportunity to leave the program. In 1973, 67% of Army cadets, 84% of 
Navy cadets, and 85% of Air Force cadets indicated they would remain in 
ROTC, even if they had the opportunity to leave the program. 

The 1973 results merit consideration in comparison with the 1972 
results. The only significant change in immediate retention goals from 
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1972 to 1973 was i;ound for Navy enrollees. The immediate career intentions 
of Navy cadets increased from 78Z in 1972 to 84% in 1973. But for each 
Service there was a significant change from 1972 to 1973 in willingness 

to leave the program the negative response. For the Army, the rate of 

negative response increased from 1972 (18Z) to 1973 (24Z). But for the 
Navy and Air Force, there was a significant decrease, from 1972 to 1973, 
in the percent who expressed the desire to quit the program. It is in the 
Army program that the greatest dissatisfaction with ROTC is expressed. 
In 1973, Army ROTC cadets were significantly ziore likely to express a 
desire to leave the ROTC program (24Z) , than were either Navy cadets (10%) 
or Air Force cadets (9%). In 1972, differences between the Services in 
this negative response were not as pronounced. 

Detailed analyses were performed comparing 1972 and 1973 immediate 
career intentions controlling on cadet status: Basic/Advanced and Scholar- 
ship/Non-scholarship. Results are discussed below, by Service. 

For the Army , Table 1-2 indicates that enrollees in the Non-scholarship 
program account for the larger proportion of men who want to leave the 
program. In t973, the percen' age of Non-scholarship enrollees willing 
to leave the program was 24% (Basic) and 30% (Advanced). Comparable rates 
for 1973 Scholarship enrollees were 6% (Basic) and 19% (Advanced); signi- 
ficantly lower values in each case. Conversely, cadets with 
Scholarships were more likely to express a willingness to stay 
in ROTC than were Non-scaolarship enrollees. (The "Don't Know" 
rate was noticeably higher for enrollees in the Basic Non-Scholarship 
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program than for other cadets. This may connote indecision with respect 
to program continuation which could resu!t in the loss of even more of 
these men.) For the Army, the only significant change from 1972 to 1973 
occurred for Advanced Non-scholarship cadets; a higher proportion reported 
that they would leave th/ program if given the opportunity in 1973 (30%) 
than*in 1972 (19%). 

Similar iiaalyses were performed for Navy cadets. Results appear in 
Table 1-3. In 1973, there were no significant differences in immediate 
career intentions between Scholarship and Non-scholarship cadets or between 
Basic and Advanced cadets. Regardless of the status of the cadet, about 81% 
to 85% reported that they would stay in the program. Only two significant 
changes were found from 1972 to 1973, and both favored immediate career 
intentions. In 1973, a higher percentage of enrollees in the Advanced 
Scholarship program (85%) said they would stay in ROTC, compared to 1972 
(77%) . There was also a significant change among Basic Non-scholarship 
cadets between 1972 and 1973. In 1973, fewer cadets in this category 
expressed a desire to leave the program if given the opportunity, and a 
greater proportion indicated that they would stay. 

The responses of Air Force cadets were also analyzed in detail. Results 
appear in Table 1-4. In 1973, the vast majority of Air Force cadets 
(over 80%) said they would stay in ROTC, even if they had an opportunity 
to leave the program. There ws.o only one significant difference from 19 72 



* 



For consistency in reporting, enrollees in the Navy Regular program 
are called Scholarship enrollees, while enrollees in the Navy 
Contract (or College) program are called Non-scholarship enrollees. 
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to 1973. Reported willingness to leave the program declined from 17% 
(1972) to 10% (1973) among enrollees in the Basic Non-scholarship program. 
However, additional analyses revealed that, in 1973, a significantly 
higher percentage of Basic Non«-scholarship cadets (10%) than Basic Scholar- 
ship cadets (3%) would leave the program, given the opportunity. This 
finding reflects a possible difference between Scholarship and Non- 
scholarship enrollees with respect to career intentions a difference 

also noted for the Army (Table 1-2) but not for the Navy (Table 1-3). 
This finding is discussed below. 

The following inter-Service differences are noted. Compared to 
the other Services, the Army exhi.bits the greatest inter-program variability 
in the percentage of cadats willing to remain in the ROTC program. This 
variability appears to be centered around the question of Scholarship 
or Non-scholarship status » rather than Basic/Advanced status or the date 
of the survey administration. The Navy shows no corresponding inter- 
program differences. The Air Force shows only rather minor differences 
as a function of program status. The greater proportion and number of 
Army cadets who wish to leave ROTC consist of enrollees in the Non-scholarship 
program. In contrast, differences in immediate career intentions between 
Army, Navy, and Air Force cadets who have Scholarships are minimal. 

2. Intention to Continue from Basic into Advanced ROTC 

The question of immediate career intentions was asked of Basic cadets 
in a very explicit form. Each Basic cadet was asked if he intended to 



ERIC 



26 



continue into the Advanced prograa. Results appear in Table 1-5. 
The majority of cadets said that they intend to continue from Basic ROTC 
into Advanced ROTC. However, in 1973, Arry cadets were significantly less 
likely to expect to continue into Advanced RCTC (57Z) than were cadets in 
the Navy (85Z) , and the Air Force (8A2) . This finding was true only in 
the 1973 survey. In 1972, there vere no differences between the three 
Services. Some events occurring between the adnioist ration of the two 
surveys appear to have exerted a narked effect on program continuation 
expectations of Army cadets in Basic ROTC. 

Detailed analyses were performed to evaluate these findings. 

The responses of enrollees were studied, controlling on Scholarship 
or Non-scholarship status. Dividing respondents into Scholarship and 
Non-scholarship categories showed that the decline in program continuation 
intentions for Basic Army enrollees occurred anong the Kon-scholarship 
cadets (Table 1-6). Tnere was no change iroz: 1972 to 1973 among Army 
Scholarship enrollees. Indeed, the percent of Basic Army cadets in the 
Scholarship program who express a desire to continue into the Advanced 
program compares favorably with the rates of Kav>- and Air Force men en- 
rolled in the Scholarship prograr (Compare Tables 1-6, 1-7, and 1-8). 

These data further support the contention that Scholarship enrollees 
have more favorable attitudes toward regaining in ROTC than do men who 
do not hold Scholarships. In each Service, there is a significant differ- 
ence between Scholarship and N'on-scholarship cadets. Scholarship enrollees 
are more likely to plan to continue into the Advanced program than are 
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Non-scholarship enrollees. This finding held in both the 1972 and 1973 
surveys. However, the percentage of affirmative response is above 75% 
in each case with the exception of the Army Non-scholarship enrollees 
in 1973. 

3. Other Indices of Immediate Career Intentions 

Three additional questions were employed to evaluate the willingness 
of cadets to stay in ROTC: 

(1) Their wiJlingness to stay in ROTC without a Scholarship 
(this question applied to Scholarship enrollees only); 

(2) Their willingness to stay in ROTC without a Subsistence 
Allowance (this question applied to cadets eligible to 
receive an allowance only) ; and 

(3) Their willingness to stay in ROTC if college credit was not 
given for ROTC course work . 

Previous results have suggested that Scholarship holders are highly 
career-oriented, at least with respect to their intentions to remain in 
TWTC their imediate goals. It is useful to determine the extent to which 
this attitude is contingent upon the continued provision of these scholar- 
ships. For this reason, cadets holding scholarships were asked if they 
would remain in the ROTC program if the scholarship was not available. 
In 1973, the majority of Army cadets (65%) and Air Force cadets (74%) 
indicated that they would remain, even under this condition. Table 1-9 
presents the results. But only 41% of the Navy cadets gave this response 
in 1973 (and 50% in 1972). Continued participation in the Navy program 
seems more dependent on scholarships than does continuation in either the 
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Army or the Air Force programs. However, if the scholarship programs of the 
Army and Air Force were terminated, the risk in term of loss of cadets 
to the programs could be substantial, involving as much as 28% (Army) and 
21% (Air Force), based on the May 1973 data. In the case of the Navy, 
termination of scholarships could result in the loss of over half the 
cadet population. 

Additional analyses of this question revealed a significant decline 
from 1972 to 1973 in the willingness of cadets to stay in ROTC without 
a scholarship. This finding held for each Service. Thus, no matter which 
Service sponsors an ROTC program, there may be an increasing reliance on 
scholarships as the vehicle needed to keep currer*- scholarship holders 
from leaving the program. A continuing trend in the same direction in 
the future could be extremely damaging in officer recruitment and retention 
for those Services which rely heavily on ROTC Scholarship enrollees (e.g., 
the Navy) for input, were the possibility of terminating the Scholarship 
programs accorded serious consideration and publicity. 

Each cadet receiving a subsistence allofwance was asked if he would stay 
in ROTC without the allowance. (In 1973, an estimated 41% of the Army cadets, 
75% of the Navy cadets, and 51% of the Air Force cadets were eligible to 
receive this allowance. The answers of only these respondents are presented 
and discussed below). In both 1972 and 1973, a substantial majority of these 
respondents said they would stay in the program without a subsistence allow- 
ance. Results appear in Table I-IO. Significant chartges frot^ 1972 to 1973 
were found in all three programs. Army and Air Force cadets v<ire significantly 
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xess likely to say they would remain in the ROTC program in 1973 than 
they were in 1972. Cadets in all three programs were significantly morfc 
likely to say they would leave the program in 1973 than they were in 1972. 
Thus, there seems to be an increasingly important role played by the sub- 
sistence allowance in keeping enrollees in all three ROTC program. 

A second noteworthy difference in Table I-IO occurs between Army 
cadets on the one hand, and Navy and Air Force cadets on the other. The 
Army cadets show a significantly smaller likelihood of remaining in the 
program without a subsistence allowance than do the Navy and Air Force 
cadets. The Army, then, would seem to have a larger stake in maintaining 
the subsistence allowance than do the other Services.. 

An examination of responses of 1973 Army, Navy and Air Force cadets 
in detail provides only limited additional significant information (see 
Tables I-ll through 1-13). In each Service, whether the cadet is in the 
Basic or Advanced program, or the Scholarship or Non-scholarship program, 
a substantial majority claim they would stay in the ROTC program even 
without a subsistence allowance. There are no significant differences be- 
tween these categories. The pattern of more Army cadets than Na^Ty or Air 
Force cadets indicating an intention to leave if the allowance is eliminated, 
stands up, regardless of program status. 

Finally, each cadet was asked if he would stay in ROTC, were he not 
to receive college credit for ROTC coursework. The overall response was 
positive. In both 1972 and 1973, the majority of ROTC enrollees eaid they 
would stay in the program even if credit were not given for coursework. 
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Results appear in Table 1-14. In 1973, more favorable rates of response 
were given by Navy cadets (79%) and Air Force cadets (62%), than by 
Army cadets (56%). Among Army enrollees, 31% ir4dicated they would not 
remain in ROTC without this incentive. In the Navy program, only 12% 
said they would not remain. Army and USAF enrollees showed significant 
decreases from 1972 to 1973 in their willingness to stay in ROTC if no 
credit was given for coursework. Caution must be exercised in inter-r 
preting these changes as trends, but it is difficult to overlook these 
changes and the large resulting differences between the Army and Air 
Force programs on the one hand, and the Navy program on the other. The 
increase from 1972 to 1973 in the proportions who said they would leave 
the^program unless college credit was provided is substantial. The 
total percentage who indicated this course of action in 1973 is now over 
one-quarter of the total enrollees in these programs. 

Summary 

The reported intentions of cadets to remain in ROTC must be accorded 
studied consideration. On the surface, their announced willingness to stay 
in the program is high and favorable, although the Army program does not 
engender a favorable attitude toward retention to the extent common to 
the other services. The intention to stay in the ROTC program is lower 
for Army enrollees than for Na'^^ or Air Force enrollees, on almost all 
questions. In 1973, about 67% of the Army enrollees indicated they would 
stay in the ROTC program even if given the opportunity to leave. Comparable 
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figures for the Navy and Air Force were 84% and 85% (Table I-l). 
A detailed analysis of each branch revealed that Army Non-scholarship 
enrollees account for the large number who would leave the program 
(Table 1-2). 

Basic cadets were asked if they would go on to the Advanced program. 
In 1973, the response was again overwhelmingly favorable among Navy and 
Air Force' cadets. The Army cadets again were much less favorable 
(Table 1-5). The relationship of intentions of continuing into the 
Advanced program and holding a scholarship was noted (Tables 1-6 through 
1-8). This relationship held in three branches; it was most pronounced 
among Army cadets (Table 1-6). In each Service, the proportion planning 
to enter the Advanced program was 90% or higher for Scholarship holders, 
while the rate was lower among Non-scholarship cadets. In the case of 
the Army, the rate was only 52% in 1973. 

Cadets were asked directly if they would remain in the ROTC program 
without a scholarship (if they held one) or without a subsistence allow- 
ance (if they were eligible to receive one). In both cases, there was 
a general decrease from 1972 to 1973 in willingness to stay in the pro- 
gram and a corresponding increase in willingness to leave the program, 
if the financial assistance was not available (Tables 1-9 and I-IO). 
However, the proportion expressing a willingness to stay in ROTC did 
not drop below 64% except in the case of Navy Scholarship holders 
(Table 1-9). In this instance, only 50% in 1972 and 41% in 1973 expressed 
the desire to stay in the Navy ROTC program without their scholarships. 

Q 42 

47 



It should be reiterated, however, that despite the fact that potential 
retention levels remain high in 1973, there is a movement in the direction 
of greater importance of financial incentives in maintaining retention in 
ROTC programs. There is an apparent, corresponding decrease in the import- 
ance of other factors over time, such as avoiding the draft (see Chapter I, 
Section C) , and service to country (see Chapter III). 

A final topic discussed in this Chapter was the importance of 
receiving college course credit for ROTC classwork. This question elicited 
rather diverse results. The receipt of classwork credit was most important 
to Army cadets and Air Force cadets, and least important to Navy cadets* 
However, in the 1973 survey, over 55% of ROTC enrol lees indicated they 
would stay in the program without college credit. 

The overall pattern observed in this Section allows for two possible 
general conclusions. First, with the emphasis on 1973 results, the Army 
is having (or will have) a more difficult time retaining enrollees than 
the other Services; and this retention is most heavily dependent on out- 
side incentives, such as money and college credit, for the Army compared 
to the other Services. Second, with the emphasis on possible trends 
from 1972 to 1973, there is a tendency toward grt er dependency on out- 
side incentives for the retention of enrollees in all three ROTC programs, 
with a greater reliance on financial aid and/or college course credit 
as incentives to keep current enrollees in each program. 
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B. LONG-RANGE CAREER INTENTIONS 



Another important consideration in assessment of ROTC programs is the 
extent to which enrollees intend to pursue a career of military service. 
Each cadet was asked the following question: "Do you plan to stay in the 
Service at the end of y^ur initial obligated period of service as a 
commissioned officer?" The respondent was permitted one of four response 
options: (a) "^'es, I plan to make the Service my career," (b) "Yes, I plan 
to stay in for a while," (c) "I am undecided," and (d) "No, I plan to 
leave when I complete ray obligation." The first two responses may be taken 
as indications of long-range career intentions. Results appear in Table 1-15. 

In 1973, 25% of Army cadets, 31% of Navy cadets, and 42% of Air Force 
cadets indicated that they intended to stay in the military service beyoud 
their initial tour of duty. In contrast, 12% of Air Force cadets, 17% 
of Navy cadets, and 32% of Army cadets said they planned to leave the service 
after completing their first tour. The remaining respondents (43% to 51%) 
were undecided . 

The only important differences between 1972 and 1973 occurred among 
Army respondents. In 1973, a significantly higher proportion of Army cadets 
planned on leaving the service, and a significantly smaller proportion 
planned military careers, compared to 1972. 

As noted in the previous section on immediate goals, there were major 
differences between the Armed Services in the short-range career objectives 
of their cadets. The Army trailed the Navy and the Air Force in its ability 
to Induce short-range career intentions among its enrollees. Conversely, 



44 

4f> 



CM 



H 



U4 
< 

CO 





in 



5 









00 


• 


• 






H 


ON 






vO 


o 


CO 


o 


iH 


o 




H 



irv 
00 



CO 



in 

CO 
CM 



H 

in 



m 
• 

o 
m 







CM 




• 


• 


fx 




H 








O 


o 


• 






o 


CM 


o 




iH 



in 



ON 



CM 



as? 



&s5 




00 



CO 
CO 



00 



00 



CM 



o 





8^ 






• 








cn 


ON 








o 






in 


o 


CM 


o 




H 



4J 

ON o 



0) 
0) 

>^ 
u 

(Q 
4J 



0) 

u 

■^^ 

Q) •H 
CO M 

•H 

O 

CO 



0) 

•H 

U 
0) 

1 



o o 

O 4J 4J 

a 0) Cd 

S3 iH GO 

0) g iH 

> 0 rO 

Cd o o 

0) 



O •H 

CM 

0) 

ON 

H 
e rH 
O Cd 
M U 

4J 

(1) 9) 
O 

C 4J 

0) Cd 

M 4J 

0) CO 

M-l (0 
•H Cd 



ERLC 



%0 



the Army led the other services in the percentage of cadets who would quit 
the program or who plan to leave the service after their first tour of 
duty. The data in Table 1-15 show similar findings with respect to long- 
range career intentions. 

Thus, the data suggest that the N.r/y and Air Force should be capable 
of retaining a higher proportion of their ROTC enrollees than does the 
Army. More detailed analyses were done, by Service, to evaluate this 
hypothesis. 

Among Army cadets, Scholarship holders are significantly more likely 
to be interested in a long-range military career than are Non-scholarship 
cadets (Table 1-16). This r^ ationship is true for both Basic and Advanced 
cadets Conversely, Non-scholarship enrollees are significantly more likely 
to want to leave the service after their first tour of duty than are 
Scholarship holders. These relationships are significant in both surv^eys. 

In addition, the proportion of Army Non-scholarship enrollees planning 
to leave the service increased from 1972 to 1973. Thus, a greater propor- 
tion of Non-scholarship cadets said they do not plan military careers in 
1973, than in 1972. In 1973, among Advanced Non-scholarship cadets, this 
proportion (40%) exceeds the proportion who are undecided about a military 
career (36%). This is the only instance where this finding occurs, i.e., 
where the modal response is a plan to leave the Service. 

For the Navy respondents, a somewhat different patcem exists 
(Table 1-17). Differences in career intentions between Scholarship and 
Non-scholarship enrollees do not exist for the Navy cadets, as they did for 
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the Army cadets (Table 1-16). In the 1973 survey, career intentions for 
Navy cadets are a function of the academic status (Basic/Advanced) of the 
cadet. Table 1-17 shows that, in 1973, a significantly higher proportion 
of Basic cadets plan to pursue military careers than do Advanced cadets. 
This finding holds for both Scholarship and Non-scholarship cadets. The 
reason for a lower rate of career intentions among the Advanced eni:oll«*-es 
is not known. 

Among Navy cadets, there was only one significant difference in 
career intentions from 1972 to 1973. Among enrollees in the Basic Non- 
scholarship program, intentions to leave the Service after the initial 
tour decreased from 30% in 1972 to 17% in 1973. 

Results for Air Force cadets are similar to the results for the Navy. 
In the 1973 Air Force survey. Advanced cadets were less likely to plan a 
military career than Basic cadets (Table 1-18). This result agrees with 
findings fov the Navy (Table 1-17)* From 1972 to 1973, there was a 
significant decrease in the proportion of Air Force cadets in each of the 
Advanced programs who planned to "stay in the Service for a while". But 
this finding was offset by an increase in the intention to make the 
military service a career. 



The Air Force data in 1973 also resembled the Navy data in that 
there are no significant differences in career intentions between 
Scholarship and Non-scholarship cadets in either Service. 
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C. DRAFT-MOTIVATION 

The effect of draft-motivation on enrollment was assessed retro- 
spectively by asking each respondent this question: "If there had been 
no draft and you had no military obligation, do you think you would have 
enrolled in a military officer training program?" Responses were classi- 
fied into three categories of (a) "true volunteers", (b) "Draft-motivated", 
and (c) "don't know". 

Since draft motivation is now reported by only a minority of respondents, 
results will be discussed in terms of the percent of true-volunteers in 
the study. For perspective, results for the total enrollees in Army, 
Navy and Air Force ROTC appear in Table 1-19. 

The majority of ROTC enrollees were true-volunteers, in both 1972 and 
1973. Thus, the majority of men in each ROTC program claimed uhat they 
would have enrolled, even in the absence of a draft or military obligation. 

There were differences between the Services in the reported rate of 
true-volunteerism. In 1973, a higher percentage of Navy enrolleees (84%) 
and USAF enrollees (84%) were true-volunteers, than were Army enrollees 
(66%). Similar findings were noted in 1972 with the Air Force (77%) and 
Navy (70%) having higher true-volunteer rates than the Army (61%). 

For each Service, there was a significant increase in the report of 
true-volunteerism from 1972 to 1973. llavy ROTC enrollees showed a 
particularly substantial increase in true-volunteerism from 1972 (70%) 
to 1973 (84%). However, it is important to also review the results at a 
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ncre c.ct£.ilc-i level cf analysis, i.e., with the distinction made between 
Sczclirs-hir rr Kon-schclarship status, and between Basic and Advanced 

Tbt iii£:mry of Army enrollees were true-volunteers in 1972 and 1973, 
rc£j.rile55 their status (Basic/Advanced; Scholarship /Non-scholarship) • 
EuVcTcr, the r^ighest rates of true-volunteerism were reported by enrollees 
1- tte Sc^iclarship program (over 83%), while the lowest rates were 

rerrrte-f ry erirrllees in the Advanced Non-scholarship program (about 55%). 
5^:5^1:5 £.rpe£.r ir: Table 1-20. 

Ttere v£,re nc significant increases in true-volunteerism from 1972 to 
If'/. , the only change of any size was noted for enrollees in the 

5.£^tc tr.rlar&hip program. This increase approached, but did not 

£::ticre, stEtLstits-l significance. (Since so many Army men are in this 
liteccr^', the .ntrease may be important as a practical matter in spice of 
ttc iz,zx cf statistical significance). 

.Ct'r.:^^g"r. an increase in true-volunteerism from 1972 to 1973 was 
rre-i-ir-^ly s:i:>vn for Army eniollees in total (Table 1-19), the statistical 
significance cf tr.e increase is in part attributable to the larger aggregate 
ss^nrle sire j:ton vnicr. the data in Table 1-19 were tested. 
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Navy Draft-Motivation 

The majority of Naw ROIC eurollees vere trje-volunteers in both 19 72 
and 1973, regardless of program status. Tne highest rate of true- 
volunteerism in both 1972 and 1973 vas fcund for enrollees in the Basic 
Scholarship program. Tae lovesc rate in each year vas found for enrollees 
in the Advanced Non-scholarshi? progran. Results appear in Table 1-21. 

There was a significant increase in crue-volunteerisn from 1972 to 
1973 for Navy ROTC enrollees in each program status . Taere was a corres- 
ponding decrease in draf r-rotivacicn for Na\y enrollees in each program 
status. (These results contrast sharply with the findings of no change 
from 1972 to 1973 for the Arzy , as shcvn in Table 1-20.) 

It seems reasonable to inf that draf t-zictivation is rapidly de- 
creasing in importance as a factor in the enrollment of young men in 
Navy ROTC. 

USAF Draft-Motivation 

There was a high rate of true-\olunteerisr: for Air Force ROTC enrollees, 
in both 1972 and 1973. In 1973, over 79" of USAF enrollees characterized 
themselves as true-volunteers, regardless of program status. Results 
appear in Table 1-22. 

From 1972 to 1973, there were increases in the rare of true-voli^nteerism 
for each category of respondent. However, the increases achieve'' 
statistical significance for only those ren in the Basic Scholarship program 
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and in the Advanced Non-scholarship program. Nonetheless, these increases 
are noteworthy, since the rate of true-volunteerisra in these categories 
was reasonably high in 1972, minimizing the likelihood of a substantial 
increase. 

Summary 

In each service, a higher percentage of Basic ROTC enrollees were 
true-volunteers than Advanced enrollees. Also, a higher percentage of 
Scholarship Program enrollees were true-volunteers than were enrollees in 
the Non-scholarship program. There was also an interaction between program 
type and Basic /Advanced status. For each service, enrollees in Basic 
Scholarship programs had the highest rates of true-volunteers, while 
enrollees in the Advanced Non-scholarship programs had the lowest rates 
of true-volunteers. These findings held for 1972 and 1973. 

With the termination of the draft, one would expect more enrollees to 
be true-volunteers (and fewer enrollees to be draft-motivated). The 
effect would be expected to appear first among Basic enrollees, i.e., 
men whose enrollment decision was made in the last year or so during a 
period when draft calls were being rea^ced. (Presumably, all current 
Advanced enrollees joined ROTC in the draft-environment.) In fact, there 
was a significant decrease in draft-motivation for enrollees in the 
Basic Scholarship programs of the Navy and Air Force, but not in the Army. 
Although increases in true-volunteerism were noted for enrollees in each 
of the Basic Non-scholarship programs, the increase achieved statistical 
significance only for Navy men. 



However, previous data on the immediate career^ objectives of enrollees 
suggests some caution with respect to the retention of future cadets. 
Their decisions to stay in ROTC may be contingent upon the continuation of 
their scholarships, their subsistence allowance, and/or their receipt of 
college credit for attending ROTC courses. Thus, the finding of increasing 
"true-volunteerism" is not synonymous with an expectation of increased 
military career intentions.. 

It is useful to study the relationship between draft-motivation and 
career intentions directly. Table 1-23 presents data for enrollees in the 
Basic Scholarship programs sponsored by the Army, Navy, and Air Force. 
The data are from the 1973 survey. In each Service, men who state that 
they plan to make a career of military service have the highest percentage 
of true-volunteers. The lowest percentage of true-volunteers is found among 
either those men who plan to leave the Service upon completion of their 
initial oblige -ion, or those men who are undecided with respect to their 
long-range career intentions. 

In summary, the relationship of draft-motivation and career 
motivation appears to be as follows: 

As higher percentages of true-volunteers enter ROTC as basic 
enrollees, there should be a corresponding increase in the 
percentage of cadets who report long-range military career 
intentions. 

For other information which might be useful in the development of 
strategies to increase long-range career motivation, the reader is referred 
to Section XI (awareness of military pay) , Section III (reasons for initial 
enrollment in these programs), ?,nd Section IV (quality of ROTC instruction). 
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11. KNOWLEDGE AND AWARENESS OF MILITARY OFFICER TRAINING PROGRAMS 

In the design of this research, it was assumed that program aware- 
ness functioned as a logical prerequisite to the formation of favorable 
attitudes toward the various programs. For current ROTC enrollees, it was 
assumed that they could not recommend a program to their friends effective- 
ly unless they knew something about it. Hence, questions on program know- 
ledge and awareness were posed to all ROTC enrollees. The quesizions 
were designed to assess their knowledge and awareness of ROTC and off- 
campus military officer training programs. Particular emphasis was placed 
on the topic of officer pay, due to the increases in military compensation 
which preceded each survey administration. Other questions concerned 
awareness of the various programs by (1) name and (2) sponsoring branch 
of service. Finally, a question about the source of information about 
these programs was employed. 

AWARENESS OF OFFICER COMPENSATION 

Each respondent was asked to: (1) specify the date of the most recent 
pay increase for beginning officers, and (2) specify both the current 
total entry earnings (pay and allowances) and the current entry base pay 
for an officer. Results appear in Table II-l. 

Among Array ROTC enrollees in 1973, 40% knew the date of the last pay 
increase, and 55% correctly estimated the current total entry earnings of 
a military officer ($601-$800/month) . About 56% correctly estimated the 
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amount of officer base pay ($550/month) . Except for an increase in 
awareness of the correct amount of total entry earnings, 1973 and 
1972 Army ROTC respondents reported essentially the same levels of 
awareness of officer compensation* 

Among Navy ROTC enrollees in 1973, 37% knew the date of the last pay 
increase, 52% correctly estimated total officer earnings, and 63% 
correctly estimated entry base pay. Findings for the 1972 Navy ROTC 
sample were consistent with findings for the 1973 sample, with the ex- 
ception of a decrease in knowledge of the date of the last pay increase. 

Among Air Force ROTC enrollees in 1973, 51% knew the correct date of 
the last pay increase, 47% correctly estimated total officer entry earnings, 
and 44% correctly estimated the amount of officer entry base pay. (The 
latter was a significant decrease from 56% in 1972.) 

ATTITUDES TOWARD OFFICER COMPENSATION 

Cadets were also asked to estimate whether the total entry pay for 
military jfficers ^^as more, less, or about the same as t e, earnings of a 
college graduate in his first (civilian) job. This evaluation provides an 
important test of the hypothesis that accurate knowledge /awareness of 
pay and compensation is prerequisite to a favorable attitude towards pay. 
The data suggest that this hypothesis is not valid. Results appear in 
Table II-2. 



ERLC 



63 



ESTIMATES OF THE EQUIVALENCE OF STARTING PAY FOR MILITARY OFFICERS 
AND COLLEGE GRADUATES IN CIVILIAN JOBS 



Base: Program Enrollees 



Compared to 


ARMY 


ROTC 


NAVY 


ROTC 


Military Entry 
Pay is: 


(%) 


d.7 1 J 
(%) 


1 Q79 
(%) 


(%) 


More 


22.6 


28.8* 


17.3 


19.9 


About the same 


45.0 


45.3 


44.0 


42.0 


Less 


30.3 


22.3 


36.1 


35.5 


Don't know/ 
No Answer 


2.1 


3.6 


2.6 


2.7 



AIR FORCE ROTC 
1972 1973 
(%) (%) 



23.4 42.1* 



44.8 37.9* 



29.9 18.5* 



1.9 1.5 



100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.1% 100.0% 100.0% 



Difference from 1972 to 1973 was statistically significant. 
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Estimates cf the equivalence of beginning military and civilian pay 
provide very favorable evidence about how ROTC cadets view their prospect- 
ive financial compensation as military officers. Table II-2 shows that 
approximately 38% to 45% of the ROTC cadets in each service view military 
starting pay as equivalent to civilian starting pay for a college graduate. 
More importantly, an additional 20% to 42% in the 1973 sample (and 17% 
to 29% in the 1972 sample) view military pay as being mo re than starting 
civilian pay. This means that in each service, 60% or more of the cadets 
feel their starting pay will be as good as, or better than, the starting 
pay for college graduates in civilian occupations. Whether this estimate is 
correct or incorrect is not as important as what may be interpreted as a 
general level of satisfaction about the relative worth of entry pay 
for military officers. 

Significant changes from 1972 to 1973 support this conclusion. Changes 
are in the direction of an increased estimate of the relative f avorableness 
of military pay. More favorable results are noted for both Army and Air 
Force cadets. However, there are still substantial differences between the 
services. For example. Navy cadets view military pay in a less favorable 
way than do Army or Air Force cadets. There is no apparent reason for 
this difference. 

In summary, this research suggests that ROTC enrollees in both 1972 and 
1973 possessed less than complete knowledge with respect to the economic 
benefits of military service as an officer. In each survey, only about half 
the respondents could accurately specify the total earnings of an entry offi 
although in 1973 from ^4% to 63% knew the correct amount of entry base pay. 
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The importance of this lack of knowledge is mitigated by a generally 
favorable view of the equivalence of military pay and civilian pay. Given 
this attitude, the Service would not expect to lose enrollees due to 
competition with civilian employers over pay and compensation. 

AWARENESS OF VARIOUS TRAINING PROGRAMS 

In evaluating awareness of the various college-based military officer 
training programs, each respondent was asked to: (1) indicate if he had 
heard of each of the following programs: ROC, AVROC, PLC, and ROTC; and 
(2) identify the service (s) which sponsored these particular programs. 
The findings on claimed awareness of the programs by name are presented 
first. 

In both surveys, essentially 100% of *the respondents claimed to have 
heard of ROTC programs. Results appear in Table II-3. But awareness of 
the other (off-campus) programs was much lower than awareness of ROTC. For 
example, claimed awareness of PsOC (15%) and AVROC (26%) was relatively low 
among 1973 Army ROTC enrollees. Among 1973 Navy ROTC enrollees, awareness 
of the Navy-sponsored ROC and AVROC programs was higher than it was for 
Army or Air Force respondents, but only half of the Navy cadets claimed 
to have heard of these programs. Among 1973 USAF ROTC enrollees, only 
18% claimed to have heard of ROC and AVROC. 

For each Service, the levels of claimed awareness for the Marine 
Corps PLC program exceeded the levels of claimed awareness of th^ ROC and 
AVROC programs. In general, there was no change in claimed program awareness 
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froir 1972 to 1973. (Claimed awareness of the PLC program increased from 
1972 to 1973 for each Service, but this finding was statistically signi- 
ficant only for USAF enrollees.) 

Next, these levels of awareness were validated by asking respondents 
who claimed awareness of a program (only) to identify the sponsoring 
service (s) for the particular program. Ihis analysis revealed the exist- 
ence of considerable confusion with respect to program sponsorship. It 
also demonstrated the need for caution in interpreting the previous data 
on claimed awareness of the various programs by name. Results appear 
in Table II- 4. 

In each survey, the majority who claimed to have heard of ROTC 
correctly attributed sponsorship of the ROTC program to each of the services. 
However, it is interesting to note that Army respondents were more likely 
to attribute ROTC sponsorship to their own service (Army) than they were 
to attribute sponsorship to the Navy or Air Force. This finding is noted 
in each survey. 

In each survey, awareness that the Marine Corps sponsors the PLC 
program was high (over 82%). But it should be recalled that not all re- 
spondents claimed to have heard of the PLC program (see Table II-3) . 

There was substantial confusion regarding the sponsorship of the 
ROC and AVROC programs. For example, only 42% of the Army ROTC enrollees 
in 1973 knew that the Navy sponsored ROC, and only 32% knew that the Navy 
sponsored AVROC. (Equivalent or higher levels of sponsor awareness were 
found among Army ROTC enrollees in 1972.) Among Air Force ROTC enrollees 
in 1973, only 36% knew that the Navy sponsored the ROC program, but 69% 
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knew that the Navy sponsored AVROC. Among Navy ROTC enrollees in 1973, 
only 51% knew that their service sponsored ROC program and only 64% knew 
that their service sponsored the AVROC program. (It should be recalled 
that only about 50% of the Navy ROTC enrollees claim to have heard of the 
ROC or AVROC programs, as shown in Table II-3) . 

There were some changes from 1972 to 1973 in the extent of correct 
sponsor identification of the various programs. From 1972 to 1973, Army 
ROTC enrollees were less lik»3ly to identify the Navy as sponsoring the 
ROC program, and less likely to cite the Navy and Air Force as sponsoring 
ROTC programs, (However, there was an increase in citing the Army as 
sponsoring ROTC.) The rates of correci: sponsor identification for ROC 
and PLC declined for Navy ROC enrollees from 1972 to 1973. The rates of 
correct sponsor identification for each of the ROTC programs decreased for 
USAF ROTC enrollees from 1972 to 1973. (It is not apparent why Air Force 
ROTC enrollees were less likely to claim the Air Force sponsored ROTC in 
1972 than they were in 1973.) USAF enrollees were more accurate in identi- 
fying the Navy as the sponsor of the iWROC program in 1973 than they were 
in 197 2. 

It seems reasonable to conclude that awareness of the PLC, ROC, and 
AVROC programs is quite low among ROTC enrollees. If current ROTC enrollees 
are to offer any assistance in the recruitment of young men for these off- 
campus programs, there must be an attempt made to cotnmunicate the exist- 
ence of these programs to them. 
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PERSONAL SOURCES OF INFORMATION 



ROTC enrollees in each survey were asked to note individuals from whom 
they had sought advice when they wanted information about military service. 
A list was presented for their consideration. 

Among Army ROTC enrollees, individuals most highly endorsed in 1972 
and 1973 were: (1) father; (2) the military recruiter (at school); and 
(3) close friends. Endorsement of these key categories of individuals 
remained essentially unchanged from 1972 to 1973, although there was a 
decline in endorsement of the father from 34% in 1972 to 28% in 1973. 
Other decreases in mention occurred for less frequently cited categories, 
i.e., school acquaintances, teachers, counselors, and ROTC instructors. 

Among Navy ROTC enrollees, the respondent's father received by far 
the highest endorsement (48% in 1972 and 54% in 1973). The increase was 
significant. About 20% of the 1973 respondents endorsed the military 
recruiter (at school or away from school), close friends, or counselors. 
From 1972 to 1973, the increase in endorsement of the recruiter (away from 
school) was statistically significant. 

Among Air Force ROTC enrollees, individuals most highly endorsed 
were: (1) military recruiter (at school); (2) father; and (3) close 
friends. Endorsement of close friends and the military recruiter (at school) 
increased significantly from 1972 to 1973 for USAF enrollees. 

Results appear in Table II-3. 

For each Service, the respondent's friends and father are seen as 
key sources of information. The reader is also referred to Table III-6 
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which presents data on the categories of Individuals judged most Influential 
in the decision to join ROTC. In Table III-6 it ir interesting to note 
that the respondents' parents, friends, and relatives are also cited as 
important influences in the decision to join ROTC. 
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III. FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH ENROLLMENT 

Endorsement ,of a series of general and specific reasons for appli- 
cation to college-based military officer training programs was studied 
in 1973 and 1972. Comparisons were made of the extent of endorsement of 
each reason between the two surveys, separately for men in Army, Navy, 
and Air Force ROTC. The questions required respondents to state, in re- 
trospect, the extent to which each reason influenced their decision to 
apply for ROTC. 

GENERAL REASONS FOR APPLYING FOR OFFICER TRAINING 

Each respondent was asked to review the following general reasons 
for applying for military officer training, and to indicate whether each 
reason influenced his decision to apply. 



GENERAL REASONS FOR APPLYING FOR OFFICER TRAINING 

1. Military career opportunities 

2. Travel, adventure, and new experiences 

3. Serve my country 

4. Opportunity for further academic education 

5. Qualify for GI Bill benefits 

6. Pay and allowances 

7. Benefits such as medical care, BX/PX, etc. 

8. Avoid being drafted 

9 . Become more mature 

10. Status and prestige of being an officer 

11. Difficulty in finding a suitab civilian job 

12. Fulfilling my military obligatiu.. at a time of my choice 

^[^(]]" 13. Oppor tunity for special p rofessional/technical training 
™" 7S 74 



Table presents the results for Array, Navy and Air Force ROTC 

enrollees in 1972 and 1973. 

Araong Army cadets, the reason raost frequently accorded strong 
influence in both 1972 and 1973 was "travel, adventure, and new ex- 
periences'*. This reason was endorsed as a strong influence by about 50% 
of the saraple in both 1972 and 1973. Frora 1972 to 1973, there was a 
significant decrease in the attribution of strong influence to enrollment 

« 

to (1) service ray country, and (2) fulfill ray railitary obligation at a 
time of ray choice. There was a significant increase frora 1972 to 1973 in 
the endorsement of the following reasons: (1) the opportunity for further 
academic education; (2) pay and allowances; and (3) benefits such as 
medical care, BX/PX, etc. 

Among Navy cadets, the reasons most frequently attributed strong 
influence in 1973 were: 

(1) Travel, adventure, and new experiences (62%); 

(2) Opportunity for further academic education (49%) ; 

(3) Military career opportunities (45%) ; and 

(4) Opportunity for special professional or technical training (42%) • 
Frora 1972 to 1973, there was a significant decline in the endorseraent of 
enrollraent to: (1) serve ray country; (2) fulfill my railitary obligation 
at the time of ray choice; and (3) avoid being drafted. There was a signi- 
ficant increase from 1972 to 1973 in the attribution of strong influence 

to the following reasons: (1) railitary career opportunities; (2) the 
opportunity for rpecial professional or technical training; (3) the oppor- 
tunity for further acaderaic education; (4) pay and allowances; and (5) 
benefits such as raedical care, BX/PX, etc. 
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Among Air Force cadets in 1973, the majority attributed strop? 
influence to enli&ting for: (1) travel, adventure and new experiences; 
(2) military career opportunities; and (3) the opportunity for special 
professional or technical training. From 1972 to 1973, there was a 
significant decrease in the endorsement of enrollment: (1) to avoid being 
drafted; (2) to fulfill the military obligation at a time of one's choice; 
and (3) because of the difficulty in finding a suitable civilian job. 
There was a significant increase in the influence accorded the following 
reasons: (1) the opportunity for further academic education; (2) the 
opportunity for special professional or technical training; (3) pay and 
allowances; and (4) benefits such as medical care, BX/PX, etc. 

It is noteworthy that, from 1972 to 1973, the following reasons 
increased in endorsement for enrollees in all three ROTC programs: 

(1) The opportunity for further academic education; 

(2) Pay and allowances; and 

(3) Benefits such as medical care, BX/PX, etc. 

In contrast, only one reason decreased in influence significantly from 
1972 to 1973 for enrollees in each program. Enrollment to "fulfill my 
military obligation at a time of my choice" was the only reason which showed 
a decline in endorsement from 1972 to 1973 for enrollees in the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force ROTC programs, i.e., all three ROTC programs. 

For each program, two general reasons for enrollment appear particularly 
important: (1) travel, adventure and nev experiences and (2) military career 
opportunities. In development of career motivation strategies, an atteu'pt 
to reward these predisposing motivations woulu appear effective. There are 
also some reasons which are more important to enrollees in one program than 
they are to enrollees in the other programs. For example, the opportunity 
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for further academic education is important to Navy ROTC enrollees, while 
the opportunity for special professional or technical training is particularly 
important to Air Force ROTC enrollees. (In the following analysis, this 
finding for Air Force enrollees appears to translate into their interest 
in f lying > ) 

SPECIFIC REASONS FOR APPLYING FOR OFFICER TRAINING 

Each ROTC enrollee was asked to review the following specific reasons 
for applying for college military officer training, and to indicate how 
strongly each reason influenced his decision to apply for a college ziilitary 
officer training piogram. 

SPECIFIC REASONS FOR APPLYING FOR OFFICER TRAINING 

1. Which particular Service I am trained for (Army, Nav\', 
Air Force, Marine Corps) 

2. Whether I become an aviation officer (get to fly) or not 

3. l^ether I become a "ground" officer (do not get to fly) or not 

4. How much money I get each month l^n in college (subsistence 
allowance) 

5. If I get expense money for all 4 years of college 

6. If I get expense money just for the last 2 years of college 

7. If I have to go to summer camp 

8. If my college tuition is paid (Scholarship program) 



9. 



If I get to go to the college of my choice 



10. 



If I get paid to go to college, regardless of my father* s inccnie 



11. 



If I have to go into the military service 



12. 



If I have to take courses in military* subjects in college 



13. 



If I have to drill (march) on campus 



14. 



How many years I have to serve in the nilitarv* after I 
graduate from college 



15. 



How many years I have to serve in che Reserves after I 
complete active duty 



Results for Army, Navy and Air Force ROTC enrollees in 1972 and 1973 
appear in Table III-2. 

Among Army cadets, the specific reasons most frequently accorded 
influence in 1973 were: (1) If I get to go to the college of my choice 
(36%); (2) If my college tuition is paid (33%); and (3) If I have to go 
into the military service (30%). From 1972 to ]'^73, there was a significant 
decrease in endorsement of the latter reason, and in concern over "which 
particular service I am trained for". From 1972 to 1973, there were 
significant increases in the influence accorded the following reasons: 
(1) How much money I get each month I'm in college; (2) If I get expense 
money for all 4 years of college; (3) If I get expense money just for the 
last 2 years of c-llege; (4) If I get paid to attend college, regardless 
of my father's income; and (5) If I have to attend summer camp. The increase 
in "economic" concerns from 1972 to 1973 is noteworthy. 

Among Navy cadets, the majority in 1972 and 1973 endorsed three reasons: 
(1) Vl.ich particular service I am trained for; (2) If my college tuition 
is paid; and (3) If I get to attend the college of my choice. (The latter 
increased in endorsement from 52% in 1972 to 58% in 1973;. There were also 
statistically significant increases from 1972 to 1973 in endorsement of 
the following reasons: 

(1) How much money I get each month I'm in college (subsistence 
allowance) ; 

(2) If I get expense money for all 4 years of college; 

(3) If I get expense money just for the last 2 years of college; 

(4) It I get' paid to go to college, regardless of my father's income; 
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5 ■^'r.str.er I become an aviation officer (get to fly) or not; and 

,r I: I r.cve to go to summer camp. 
7r.c :-r.:r££i5£d wor.cerr. about mcnev and school expenses from 19 72 to 1973 
15 riri-oe£.bl£ ir. the first four reasons. 

Mfcor.c Air Frrce cadets, the majority endorsed two specific considera- 

,1' wxicr. particular service I am trained for; and 

,1' V^r.et'r.er I become an aviation officer or not. 
Tr;£ latter reasor. vas attributed strong influence by 49% in 1972 and 

ir. If 3. 7r.e consideration of flying appears to be highly important 
:c Air ?c:re R^TC er^rollees. There was also a significant increase from 
i '1 tc in tne end; rsement of a larce number of additional specific 

reatcns- Increases in endorsement were round for the following reasons: 

.1^ Hov mucr. money I get earh month I'm in college (subsistence 

allo'vrance'^ ; 

I: : get expense money for a-j. 4 years of college; 
.3 I: Z get ex-pense money just for the last 2 years of college; 
> If m}' ccllege tuition is paid (Scholarship Program); 
J I: I get paid to go to college, regardless of my father's income; 
t u'r.ei'r.er I become an aviation officer (get to fly) or not; 

u'r.etr.er I become a "ground" officer (do not get to flv) or not; and 
,5 :f 1 r.ave : courses in military subjects in college. 
Tron l^'I t: If 3» there vas a significant increase in both the economic 
reatcr^ anc m ccr.cern over flying, i.e., "Whether I become an aviation 
::::.:er cet tc flyV and "Whether I become a "ground" officer (do not 
cet :c :lv . Indorsement of these reasons demonstrates the concern over 
flvi-g crpcrt unities indigenous to Air Force ROTC enrollees. 

ER?C 



In summary, there are certain specific reasons which reportedly 
exerted increasingly strong influence in the decision to enroll in ROTC 
from 1972 to 1973. Included were reasons such as the duration of financial 
support (whether the respondent received expense money for 4 years, or 
just for the last 2 years), the amount of the subsistence allowance, and 
whether the subsidy was contingent upon his father's income. Although 
these reasons do not receive majority endorsement, they reportedly exert 
strong influence in the decisions of approximately 15% to 25% of the 
respondents. And, as noted, they appear to be increasing in importance 
over time. 

In the development of career motivation strategies, it might be useful 
to emphasize the value of economic incentives provided by the subsidies 
offered in ROTC. Reliance on predisposing motives such as branch-of-service 
consideration would also appear effective in selected cases, e.g., for 
Navy and Air Force enrollees. The appeal of flying to Air Force enrollees 
is particularly iiroressive. This latter consideration may deserve emphasis 
in attempts to counter indecision with respect to long-range career 
motivations as initially noted for these men (see. Table 1-15). 
CONDITIONS OF ROTC AFFILIATION 

Each ROTC enrollee was also asked three questions with respect to 
conditions of ROTC affiliation: 

(1) Would you have joined ROTC wi thout getting a scholarship? 
(This question was posed to scholarship enrollees only ) ; 

(2) Would you have joined ROTC without getting sub^-.istence allowance? 

(3) Would you have joined ROTC, under this condition ... if you 
dropped out during the first two years, you would have to 
repay all government funds spent toward your education? 

Results are presented separately for each question. 

ER?C 



The ziajori:y of Arzy ar.d Air Tcrze ROTC enrollees in the Scholarship 
programs claiz :ha: :'r.ey vculi have jcinec ROTC without getting a scholar- 
ship. This rindmg vas nc:ed ir. rc:r. 19'2 and 1973. But for Navy 
scholarship enrcllees , cnly ^ZX said they vouli have joined ROTC without 
receiving a schclars'r.ip . K'^r.is vas a significant decrease from a 50% 
affirmative response in ir" 1^ . Results appear in Table III-3. 

In each .-ur^ey, :he najcriry c: ROTC enrollees reported that they would 
have joined RCTC. even if they did not receive a subsistence allowance. 
However, there vas a significant decrease in the rate of affirmative 
response for Amy and .Air Force respondents from 1972 to 1973. Results 
appear in Table III--. 

Finallv, about of Sa%"* and rSr Force enrollees claimed that they 
would have joined RCTC even if repa>t:ent of funds were required of drop- 
outs. However, only of A-rzy enrollees answered the question affirma- 
tively. This represented a significant decrease from a 51% affirmative 
response m 19 T for the Army RJ>TC enrollees. Results appear in Table III-5. 

In general, the results from this section may connote an increased 
concern with the immediate financial benefits of ROTC affiliation. This 
conclusion is particularly reflected in the attitudes of Army ROTC 
enrollees in Tables III-- and III-5. Tne Sa%">* scholarship enrcllee mxy 
represent an extreme ca^e of this argument (see Table I1I-3) . 
PERSONS IST-lTNTI.Al IN" RITC .AT7I1LATI * 

lacr. RJTI enrol lee vas also asked: 'HTnich one of the following persons 
MPS T influenced your decision to enter ROTC"* Response options listed for 
the respondent mclcded: a Service recruiter, parents/friend/relative, a 
school counselor, someone else ,undif f erentiated) , and no one. Results 
apoear in Table III-,f. 
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In each survey, the modal category attributed influence was ^'parents, 
friend, or relatives". In 1973, the category was endorsed by 53% of 
Navy enrollees, 43% of Air Force enrollees, and 44% of Army enrollees* 
(The latter is a significant decrease for Amiy enrollees from 51% 
endorsement in 1972). 

In 1973, the service recruiter was endorsed as most influential by 
9% of Army enrollees, 10% of Air Force enrollees, and ^^% of Navy enrollees* 
(The latter was a significant decrease from 7% endorsement among Navy 
enrollees in 1972) . 

The only additional type of person for whom endorsement as influential 
changed significantly from 1972 to 1973 was the category "someone else". 
Endorsement of this category of individuals increased from 1972 to 1973 
among enrollees in each of the ROTC programs, -Unfortunately, the meaning 
of this category is not known. But the consistency of this finding across 
programs may merit the performance of additional research to enhance 
recruiting for ROTC. 

The results from Table III-6 (and Table II-5) argue for emphasis 
on "influences" such as parents, in the recruitment of young men for 
ROTC. Parents appear particularly influential, both in the initial 
provision of information about military service and in the decision- 
making process in which young men choose to affiliate with an ROTC 
program. 



The reader ir. also referred to Table II-5 where the father (and 

close friends to a lesser degree) were cited as sources of information 

about military service./ 
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IV. THE QUALITY OF ROTC INSTRUCTION AND COURSEWORK 

Respondents in each survey were asked a series of questions to 
assess the overall quality of ROTC programs in comparison to their 
regular college work. These questions concerned respondent perceptions 
of instructor quality and coursework quality, and reports of the typical 
grades received by the respondent in ROTC and in college courses in 
general. 

ATTITUDES TOWARD ROTC INSTRUCTORS 

The majority of ROTC mrollees viewed ROTC in:.tructors either "about 
as good'^ or "better" than their regular college instructors. This finding 
was true for Army, Navy and Air Force enrollees, in both 19 72 and 1973. 
Results appear in Table IV-1. In each survey, slightly more than half 
viewed the quality of their ROTC instructors as about the same as the 
quality of other faculty members. And in each survey, about 30% - 40% 
thought that their ROTC instructors were "better" than other faculty members. 

The only significant differences between 1972 and 1973 occurred 
among Army enrollees where the opinion of the ROTC instructor declined 
slightly, and among Air Force enrollees where the 1973 respondent was 
more likely to claim that hi^ ROTC instructor was "better" than other 
faculty members and less likely to claim that he was equivalent to them. 

For each program, less than 10% of the enrollees thought that ROTC 
instructors were "worse" than other faculty members. As noted above, 
there was a significant increase from 1972 to 1973 in this negative 
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opia* - I among Army ROTC enrollees, but the percentage changed from only 
6,1% in 1972 to 9.9% in 1973, still a low Icivel, Also, the magnitude 
of this change is small enough that it need not be of great concern 
unless the trend were to continue over time. Even with the increase, 
the proportion of Army ROTC -^nrollees in 1973 who felt that their ROTC 
instructors were "worse" than other faculty members was about the same as 
the proportions of Navy and Air Force enrollees who provided this negative 
assessment of the quality of their ROTC instructors in each survey. 

ATTITUDES TOWARD THE QUALITY OF ROTC COURSEWORK 

ROTC enrollees were more equivocal about the quality of their 
coursework than they were about their instructors. 

Over half of the respondents believed the quality of ROTC coursework 
to be "about as good" or "better" than the quality of their regular college 
coursework. Results appear in Table IV-2. However, the proportion who 
stated that the quality of ROTC coursework was superior to other college 
courses was not as high as the proportion who felt the quality of ROTC 
instructors was superior to the quality of other college faculty (see 
Table IV-1) . 

The difference in assessment of ROTC instructors and ROTC coursework 
is primarily accounted for by a response alternative available for the 
evaluation of course' jrk: "Depends on the course". This category accounted 
for from 12% to 16% of the total responses in the evaluation of ROTC 
coursework (see Table IV-2). By selecting th'o alternative, enrollees 
indicated that the quality of their regular college coursework varied 
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and Tgmr.^,, maz £ ^smplLs zanns^isnn of course quality was precluded. 

^numtsr tstz Z2f riH: rnzfsrsiioa ii: rhe proportion of ROTC enrollees 
-ma m rr' -^'^-^r -T^TT ^^rTn— f rssulrsc froTt rhsir negative assessment of 
HQZH ^niurssicnrs: :incp=Hrst 5c::.rr. regular work. In 1973, from 12% to 19% 

^ y- i rsspsndszi rhat 50TC courses were '^7orse" than other 

^tP ^luairsss ^ZlHrli^ IV— I . But 10« or less considered the EDTC 
lastrrauizir' rr us :i.'rfHriLor rr orher faculry members (Table IV-1). The 
faiir: nsc: snriill^ss H:r^ sior^E cri^rical of :RDTC coursework than they are 
2f. inni ^jismtrrnrrs sesns zz ±iuiic2.ce a greater dissatisfaction with 
ne rumrHnr rc SDri cours^cDrk rhaz with the quality of instruction. 

liters i^rs a runriHar zsf chsngas ir evaliaation of the quality of ROTC 
murssfcrx rmr rt If 3. Alrhougn most of the changes were small, some 

xc rri rrzHiiSs y?.T? srHCi^z^cally sigrdf leant . Army enrollees were 

-i^^ y rc feel chai SDTC coursework was 'Vorse" than 
-TTier ciuns— .r 1?*3 '19%' rha:: they -.'ere in 1972 (15%), and 

liiss Iza:^^ rx =^'r was '^better' . Air Force enrollees were more 
™C2;lT zir rr^t RDr: coursework was ''better'' in 1973 (20%) than in 

'JJ^^^'l l.^t^ Hiu: ' • ' tr-'y rr feel chat it was "worse". This pattern 

zranxssr fnr r£rrr^ ar^ ?orce is the same as previously noted for 
IUjZI — T^^mirziirs :-r. ' " ^ IV— 1. Inesu consistent results in two pre- 
rxiztssz-j:^ rxjrfsrent surj^ect areas could ^e an indication of increasing 
f a;CZ-^r — ^ £ntci I Z^nJ er^cllees but £ growing dissatisfaction among 
-rzrv^ Hnrc_u:£tsr rjx^ , \rr.r-. ' £ more definite trend has been established, 



COMPARISON OF GRADES IN ROTC WITH COLLEGE GRADES IN GENERAL 



One method of evalutxting the quality of ROTC programs is to compare 
the grades earned in ROTC with the grades earned in regular college 
courses by the same ROTC enrollees. It may be argued that the demonstration 
of a significantly higher distri:iution of grades in ROTC than grades 
in general college courses indicates that ROTC courses are easier than 
regular college courses. 

Table IV-3 shows higher grades are reported earned in ROTC courses 
than in college courses in general. In each ROTC program, a substantially 
larger proportion of enrollees reported receipt of all A*3, or A*s aud 
B's in their ROTC courses, than they earned in their regular college 
courses.' This would seem to indicate that ROTC courses are easier than 
other college courses. This conclusion was further supported by an 
examination of the relationship of ROTC grades and regular college grades. 
This analysis showed that, for 1973, most enrollees got better grades in 
their ROTC coursework than they did in their regular coursework. (See 
Appendix E for details.) 



Alternative hypotheses could also be entertained. For example, data 
in the previous sections which indicate that approximately one- third 
of all ROTC enrollees feel that their ROTC instructors are ''better" 
than regular college instructors, hence, there may be more opportunity 
to achieve. There is also the possibility that ROTC enrollees like 
their ROTC coursework more than their regular coursework and, therefore, 
study harder for ROTC courses than for the average of their other courses. 

As noted, the grades are self-reported by ROTC et>follees, with the responses 
limited to the general categories shown in Table IV-3. The use of regular 
Grade Point Average (GPA) taken from official tianscripts would be an im- 
proved approach. This approach was not used for practical reasons in this 
survey, but is eminently feasible to perform this more definitive analysis 
using school grade data from transcripts. 
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There are few differences in reported grade distributions between 
1972 and 1973* Amon;:^ Army ROTC enrollees, there is a significant decline 
in the reported percentage receiving "A's" and "B's" and a corresponding 
increase in the percentage receiving "B's" and "C's" in their regular 
college coursework. In contrast, there was a significant increase from 

1972 to 1973 in the percentage of Army ROTC enrollees reporting the 
receipt of "Mostly A's or All A's" in their ROTC coursework. 

The only other significant change from 1572 to 1973 occurred among 
Air Force ROTC enrollees. A significantly higher percentage reported 
the receipt of "A's" and "B's" in ROTC in 1973 (50%) than reported these 
grades in 1972 (43%). This change seems to have occurred because fewer 

1973 enrollees received either "Mostly A's,' All A's" or "B's" and "C's", 
thus offsetting the increase reported in "A's" and "B's". 

SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS IN ROTC COURSEWORK 

ROTC enrollees were also asked to evaluate some suggested improve- 
ments in ROTC programs. Three major areas were evaluated: 

(1) The receipt of college credit for ROTC coursework; 

(2) Abolition of drills and marching; and 

(3) Moving ROTC activities off -campus. 
Results for each subject are summarized in Tabic IV-4. 

In each sur/ey, receipt of regular college credit for ROTC courses 
was a uniformly highly valued suggestion. Over 90% of the enrollees in 
both 1972 and 1973 favored this policy. For most of them, however, this 
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is not a new suggestion. The majority of ROTC eniollees already receive 
course credit. The rates of reported receipt of course credit in the 
1973 survey were ^iny (87%), Navy (90%), and Air Force (89%). 

The abolition of drills and marching was endorsed by less than 20% 
of enrollees. Eliminating drills and marching was more frequently 
endorsed by Navy ROTC enrollees than it was by Army or Air Force enrollees. 
In 1972, 21% of the Navy enrollees favored the abolition of these 
activities. The rate vms 17% in 1973. The only significant change from 
1972 to 1973 occurred among Air Force enrollees. In this cases, fewer 
enrollees favored the abolition of drills and marching in 1973 (13%) 
than did so in 1972 (18%). 

The suggestion that ROTC activities be moved off-campus was endorsed 
by 20% (or less) of enrollees. However, the level of endorsement of this 
idea increased significantly for both Army and Air Force enrollees between 
1972 and 1973. It is possible that residual post. -Vietnam pressures for 
getting the uniform off-campus remain important considerations for Army 
or Air Force ROTC cadets. (However, the level of endorsement of the idea 
of moving ROTC units off-campus remained low (10%) among Navy enrollees). 
Nonetheless^ neither uhe suggestion to abolish drills nor to move ROTC 
tnits off-campus received much endorsement by current program enrollees. 
Preliminary analyses suggest that neither approach is particularly 
important in the retention of current ROTC enrollees. 



ERLC 



98 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 



Ayer, N.W. , and Yankelovich, D. An Investigation of RQTC Among College 
and High School Students , Washington, D.C. : N.W, Ayer & Son, Inc., 1972. 

Fisher, A»H, , Jr., and Harford, Margi A. Enrollment and Career Potential 
for College-Based Military Officer Training Programs; Results of a 
Survey Conducted in Ma^ 1972 . HumRRO CR-D7-73-34, November 1972 (also 
designated as OASD (M&RA) Manpower Research Report No. MA 72-3). 

Fisher, A.H., Jr., Harford, Margi R/, and DiSario, Martha R. Enrollment 
Potential for College-Based Military Officer Training Programs,; A 
Comparison cf Results of Surveys Conducted in May 1972 and May^ 1973 . 
HumRRO CR-D7-73-92, October 1973 (in preparation). 

Fisher, A.H.. Jr., and Rigg, Leslie S. Career Potential of Enrollees 
in PLC, ROC, and AVROC; A Comparison of Surveys Conducted in May 1972 
and May 1973 . HumRRO CR--D 7-73-108, November 1973 (in preparation). 

Griffin, G.R, A Comparison of Attitudes or Black and White Cadets in 
AFROTC . AF/DPXY-MR-71-011. Personnel Research and Analysis Division, 
U.S. Air Force, 1972. 

Hvnter, Robert W. Social Sciences, The Armed Forces, and Society 
(Interview with Dr. Morris Janovitz) . Air Force Magazine. (July 1973) , 
p. 5F-9F. 

Johnston, J. and Bachman, J. Youth in Transition. Volume V; Young 
M en and Military Service. Ann Arbor, Michigan. Institute for Social 
Research, 1972. 



ERIC 



99 



Appendix A 



DETAILED SAMPLE SIZE INFOBMATION 
FOR ROTC PROGRAM ENROLLEES 



Scholarship Program 



BASIC 



ADVANCED 



1972 1973 1972 1973 



Non-Seholarshlp Pro>^ram 
F'.SIC ADVANCED 



1972 1973 1972 1973 



ARMY ROTC 



155 155 



213 161 



243 255 



235 258 



NAVY ROTC 204 243 184 202 



132 102 



87 



66 



USAF ROTC 



190 179 



197 230 



198 229 



181 219 
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Appendix B 



COMPARABILITY OF 1972 AND 1973 SAMPLES 
OF ROVC ENROLLEES 

There were no differences between the 1972 and 1973 samples in 
racial composition or employment status (Table B-1) . There were 
occasional differences based on family income, age, and the presence of 
Junior ROTC at the respondent's high school (Table B-1); and on parental 
educational attainment (Table B-2) . But these differences were scattered, 
i.e., they occurred for enrollees in on^ Setvice, but not in the others. 
For example, 1973 Army ROTC enrollees had higher income families (Table 
B-1), but less highly educated fathers (Table B-2). The 1973 USAF ROTC 
enrollee was younger, and more likely to have been exposed to Junior 
ROTC in high school (Table B-1). Navy ROTC enrollees showed no differ- 
ences on any of these characteristics. The only consistent difference 
across programs from 1972 to 1973 was the finding that the 197T samples 
were more likely to have come from non-metropolitan areas (small towns 
or rural areas). However, even these differences were of minor magni- 
tude, e.g., 6% - 10% (Table B-1). 

Comparisons of the 1972 and 1973 samples were also made on: 
(1) college major subject, (2) ultimate educational expectations, (3) life 
goals, and (4) expectation of achieving life goals in the military service. 
The 1973 samples showed a lower percentage of engineering/architecture 
majors (Table B-3) . But educational expectations did not change from 1972 
to 1973 (Table B-4) . Life goals were generally constant (Table B-4) , 
although 1973 USAF ROTC enrollees had more favorable attitudes toward the 
attainment of lire goals in military service (as opposed to civilian life) 
than did the USAF ROTC enrollees in 1972 (Table B-5) . 
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Off:.ce of M»n»crement and Budget 
Approv*: No: 022R-03W 
Exs:.re»: June 1974 



!«"i-o. : -T :;rmiVTr?nErr' !A«C ^ ^^larr: Vosrr ?ee»e*r=r IT VorK. We ere interested finding out 

iCT* /cuncr »c^i- re^i *csu= mi rtss >t...ir^r^ Service Tne ir.rcrro«t:.or you Cive me viil be used 

3n m incrrmcfj* ^sarr :nu.l". 



'Srcsraajr ::rr.i=r : Other fSPECin*) 



^2j. 2^ 'cu. n ^CTC, c::!; tV'PCX Tl.: r' z*-' ::tn*: co«i<»af ii*«-tar\ orf^rer tre ir.inc srocrair. 



HKE IKTHRVltV., Rt-USE QUESTIONNAIRE 



.c. .?l7ZPV?£r*€=r; »£j; JiL T ' ^SgHty ' I: r-ZCJCZ: !f u 1* ABOVE CT4ER*^:S=, 5C DIRECT^^ TC Q. 1d) 



.c. 'CU xiair -tr -c^:r^:rua• -car: crsoc._:T;; -rrer: Tt-l" Ve? 



Nr 



UnSe Tided 



Za. I'JiKD- ^ZE?f!aE2ET "JiKir =i: «C3.i:: vo. ^on» «: t-.if rerc enc tei: me wne: i« the highest level of 



?*rcire« c - ont . I>ecr e e 



c. Neither of these 
Pier to Ouit/ 
Leave School^ 3 



*nar »r? 'cur' lair' r^ecnn rr~ wr-.ti-;; tr £.r~.i^v« tr.ij ^evf-. o: eoaratior. 
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JiAHU ^HSrn^fCZIlT -JjWT i» --n-^- -air-o* zt.^i^si surier: are** 

4. »crr--u-tt-zr' ~ *^rr*»crr irr- ^' K.-itar\ Srienoei 

»t*r^ - ^_.»K2.;,r- I » Pnyrict- Science* 

His i: wee - 



aoc -fc . i>c -er>cef 



Esi:c«^ .OT" 



F .» rs,* ' t 



^ t anc r t 



c . s ar*: :>e.SM» 
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SECTION "B" 



\ LIFE GOALS CAREER GOALS I 



5a. What do you think will be important in your lif«. . .1 will read some statement* describing a person's 
a-.m in life and you tell me how important each stetement is for you personally. (HANff REtJ^ONDENT 
CARD 13) Here is a rating scale from 1 to 5. Sanethlng which is extremely important to you» you 
would rate 5; something which is not «t all important you would rate 1. You can rate jny statement 
between 1 and 5 depending upon how importert you feel this statement is to you personally. 



INTERVIEWER : read the statement that has a red '^x" first . Work down the list of 

STATEMENTS AND GO BACK TO ThE BEGINNING WHEN NECESSARY. FOR EXAMPLE: IF STATE- 
MENT "C** HAS A REU )Cr READ THIS STATEMENT^FIRST, CIRCLE THE RATING GIVEN, THEN 
CONTINUE IN THE SAME MAN.^ER FOR STATEMENTS D", "e , f', *G , H , I , J A 
AND B IN THAT ORDER. 



(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY FOR EACH ST/ ^ ?EMENT) 

a. Working for a better society 

b. Doing challenging work ^. . . . 

c. Making a lot of money 

d. Learning as much as I can 

e. Helping other people 

f. Having a secure, steady )ob 

g. Being able to do what I want to in a )ob 

h. Raising my own social level 

1. Recognition/Status 

3. Adventure/Excitenent 



(31- 
(32^ 
(33-: 
(34- 
(35- 
(36- 
(37- 
(36- 
(39- 
(40- 



5b. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD i4 ) Please look at this card of statements and tell me the tliree most 

important statements ^^hich describe your aim in life, the first most important/ the second most 
important, and the tnird most important, just give me the letter designation that appears at 
the side of the statement. (RECORD LETTERS BELOW) 



The first most important statement is letter: 

The second most important statement is letter: ^2- 

The third most important statement is letter: ^3- • 

5c. (REFER TO CARD #4 AGAIN) Where do you think you would be better off for achieving these life or 
career goals. . .in the military service or in civilian life? 

Let's start with "Working for a better society". . .(RECORD BELOW UNDER APPROPRIATE COLUMN) 



INTERVIEWER: repeat the question for each of the statements l*sted, recording 

E ACH ANSW ER AS YOU ASK THE QUESTION, ON THE CORRECT LINE IN THE APPROPRIATE COLUMN^ 



ERLC 



a. Working for a better society 

b. Doing challenging work 

c. Making a lot of money 

d. Learning as much as I can 

Helping other people 

f. Having a secure,, steady job 

g. Being able to do what I want to in a job . 

h. Raising my own social level 

1. Recognition/Status 

). Adventure/Excitsment 

109 



Military Service 

44- 1 

45-1 



46-1 



47-1 



46-1 



49-1 



50-) 



51-1 



52-1 



53-1 



Civilian Life 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 



(HAMD MSFONDENT CARD IS) Plos« look at this cATd and tall met for aach of the reasons lasted, how 
strongly it would influence or has influenced your decision to apply for military officer training... 
strong influence, som influence, or no influence st all (RBCOU) ONB ANStfSR rOR EA(.H REASON) 



a. 

b. 
c. 
d. 

e. 
f. 

9. 
h. 
i. 
j. 
k. 

1. 



Hilitary career opportunities 

Travel, adventure, and new experiences 

serve «y country 



Opportunity for further academic 
education 



Qualify for G.I. Bill benefits. . 

Pay and allowances 

Benefits such as nedical care, BX/PX, etc 

Avoid being drafted 

Become inor<s nature 

Statue and prestige of being an officer 

Difficulty in finding a suitable 
civilian job 

Fulfilling my military obligation at a 
time of my choice. 

Opportimity for special professional/ 
technical training . 



Strong 
Influence 



54>1 



55-1 



57-1 



58>1 



59- 1 
60^1 



61- 1 
62>1 



63-1 



64- 1 

65- 1 
b6-l 



Some 
Influence 



No 

Influence 



SI^CTION -C" 



MlUTARy INFORMATION 



(67-80) 



7a. We are interested in finding out how much you )cnow about military life, particulary ;.bout military 
officers. First, let*s talk about the pay that officer/! receive. 



(MAND RESPONDENT CARD «6) When was the last time that the s t-:.rtinq pay for officers changed? 
(CHECK OHLV ONE ANSWER) 



a. 0 tober 1945 

b. Jutre 1957 

c. April 1963 



8^1 



d. February 1968 

e. November 1971 

f. January 1972 



January, 1973 



Oon't Knew 



7b. About how much money xn total does a beginning officer earn in a month? That's basic pay plus 
allegiances for an unmarried commissioned officer. (CHECK CHE ANSWER ONLY) 

^. Less than $100 a month 9-1 



b. $100 - $200 a month 

c. $201 - $400 a month 

d. $40X •* $600 a month 



(ASK 
0. 7c) 



e. $ 601 - $ 800 a month 

f. $ 801 - $1,000 a month 

g. $1,001 - $1,250 a month 
Don't Know . 



(ASK 0. 7c) 



_^ (GO TO Q.7d) 



7c. Is this money MORE, LESS , or ABOITT THE SAK E as a college graduate would earn in his first 30b? 

a. More 10- 1 c. About the same 3 

b. Less 2 Don't Know . y 



ERIC 
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7d. 



(HAND KBSPONDENT CARD •?) About how auch teiSLESI * bttginnlng office 
basic pev . not allowancas for an umarri«d» ooMlasioned officer. 



r earn in a aonth? Just 



$100 • nonth 
$250 a Month 
$400 a month 
$550 a nonth 



e. $700 e aonth 

f . ItSO r aonth 

g. $1*000 a nonth 
Don*t Know 



7e. (HAND RBSPOHDEMT CAAD #6) Ifhich of these silitary officer tra<ning progr&ns have you heard of? 
(CKSCK " BACH PROGRAM "HEARD OP" UMDBR Q. f BXLOir) 

7f. (FOR gACM PROGRAM "HEARD OF", ASK:) Ifhst brsDches of the ailitary service xs (PROGRAM) sponsored 
by? (CHECK " »/" SERVICE UMDER 0. 7f BELOW, ON THE CORRECT LXMS AND IN THE APPROPRIATE COLUUi} 



^ 7f 



8E 



lERV^^s 





PrOQram 


Heard of 

(CHECK 


Arwv 


Hsw 

2 


Air 
Force 

3 


Marine 
Corps 


Cofst 
Guards 


All of 
These 


a. 


ROC 


12-1 




5 




b. 


PLC 


2 




2 


3 


. 1 


5 




c. 


ROTC 


3 




2 


3 


4 


5 




d. 


AVROC 


4 




? 


3 


1 


5 




e. 


TLC 


5 




2 


3 


4 


5 


6 



Now, let's talk about ROTC .... 

Sa. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD 99 ) Which of these college costs can ROTC pay for? 
a 



College Tuition and Books, but 
no expense money . . . . 

b. Civilian Clothing . . . . 

c. Other College Expenses 



18- 1 
2 

3 



d. Both College Tuition 

(incl. Books) and other 
College Expenses 4 



All of the Above 
Don't Know . 



8b. ROTC offers both scholarship and non-scholarchip prograns. Which of these nave you ever heard of? 

Scholarship . 19- i Both . . - 3 

Non-Scholarship 2 Heard of neither 4 



8c. Would ' ou say that scholars* '.ns and subsistence allowances are one end the sasie thing, or are they 
differeiit? 



Same 



20-1 (00 TO Q. *)a> 



Different 



2 (ASK 0. ed) 



8d. In what way do they differ? 



21- 



22- 



9a. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD #10) After he graduates fron college* how long does a man with an ROTC 

scholarship have to serve as an officer in eacli service? in answering the questiom do not include 
the additional time he will have to spend if he takes aviation training after comissioning. 

Let's start with . . . "Anny ROTC" (REPEAT THE QUESTION FOR NAVY JOTC AND FOR AIR FORCE ROTC .) 

2 Years 3 Years 4 Years Don * t Know 

a. Army ROTC 23- 1 2 3 4 

b. Navy ROTC 24> 1 2 3 4 

c. Air Forc^ ROTC 25- 1 2 3 4 

d. There is no Difference 

between Services ^^^V 



ERIC 
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9b. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD 111) Hen in oone ROTC program receive nioney for roon and boftrd and expenses. 
It*s called ijbiiitence ailowiince . Please look at th** card and tell me about how much subsistence 
allc^ance do they get a monui/ 



a. $ 25 a month 

b. $ 50 a month 

c. $100 a Honth 

d. $150 a Honth 



26-1 
2 



c. $200 a month 
i. 5250 a isj^nvh 
g. $300 a aonth 
Don*t Know • 



(27-) 



9d. 



(HAND RESPONDENT CARD 46 AGAIN) When was the last tine ROTC subsistence allowance changed? 

a. Octobt 1945 26- 1 d. February 1968 4 g. Januery 1973 7 

b. June 1957 2 e. November 1971 5 

c. April 1963 3 f. January 1972 6 Don't Know y 

How did you find out about ROTC? Was it fron your . . . (READ LIST) (RECORD BEI/.H) 

Father 29^ 1 g. Teachers 7 

b. Mother 2 h. Counselors 8 

c. Brothers 3 i. Military recruiter at school ? 

d. Other relatives . . . 4 3. Military recruiter away 

from school . . 0 

e. Cltue friends .... ^5 

k. Other (SPECIFY) 

f. School acquaintances . 6 



9e. Have you sr«n or heard any advertising for college ROTC? If so, for which college ROTC program have 
you seen or heard it? 



Anay . . 
Navy . . 
Air Force 



JO-l 

2 

3 



All of them 



Have not seen or hearc 
any advertising . 



SECTION -C" 



ROTC INFORMATION 



10. (HAND RESPONDEWr CARD # 12) Which of these programe are you in? 

a. ROTC . . 31-1 [cCWTINUE WITH Q. 11, ON THE NEXT PAGe" 



b. ROC 

c. AVROC . 

d. PLC 



2> 



) 



GO DIRECTLY TO Q. 23, PAGE 7 



(32-47) 
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IWTERVIEWER i ASK ROTC STXJDZWTS ONLY 



ERIC 



11. Ar« you in the Batlc ROTC Progrwn or the Advanced ROTC Program? 

bdfic ROTC 4r v>l .Advanced ROTC ? Don't Know 

(ASK Q. 12>) A , ^ I 

^ T ^ GO TO Q. 13| 

12a, (IF "BASIC ROTC", ASK:) Do you intend to continue Into Advanced ROTC? 

Yet 49-1 A No 2 Don't Know 3 

(GO TO Q, 13T t l^ r^Sk C). 1^ 



12b. (IF "NO- or -DON'T KNOW- IN Q. 12a ABOVE, ASK:) W^y do you say that? 



53- 



I ASK ALL ROTC STUDENTS | 
13. Which branch of Service are you in? 

Air Marine Coast 
Army 52-1 Navy 2 Force 3 Corpj 4 Guard 



14. What is the length of your program in terms of the nuAJser of years of receiving money to be an 
officer? Does it pay for 2 years, 3 years « 4 years or none of these? 

2 years 53- 1 3 yeais 2 4 years ^3 None 



^ I ASK Q. ISTI 1 ^ 

15a. Do you have an ROTC scholarship? Yes 54-1 No 2 (GO TO Q. 15d; 

ISb. would you have joined ROTC without getting a scholarship? 

Yes 55-1 Ho 2 Don't Know ^3 



(GO TO Q. 150) 



15c. would you stay in ROTC without a scholarship? lYes 56-1 No 2 Dc.^'t Know 

t I GO TO Q. 16a I ' — 



15d. Do you hope to let a scholarship? "tea 57-1 No 



16a. Do yoo receive ROTC subsistence allowance? Yes 58-1 iNo 2 Not Applicable 3 

(GO TO Q. 17) 



30-1 1 n 



i6b. would you have joineo ROTC without getting subsistence allowance? 

Yes 59-1 No 2 Don't Know 



17. would you have joined ROTC, under this condition ... if you dropped out during the J^rst two 
years« you would have to repay all Government funds spent toward your education? 

Y.s 60-1 No 2 Don't Know 3 

(61- ) 

18. Would you stay in ROTC if there were no subsistence allowances? 

Yes 62-1 No 2 Don't Know 3 



19. Would you stay in ROTC if you didn't get credit for the military courses? 

Yes 63-1 No 2 Don't Know 3 Don't get credit now 4 
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^0. What are your averege gradaa in ROTC7 

a. Mostly A't/AU 64^1 c. *nd C't 3 

b. A-t and B'a . . j d. C»t and O't ,4 e. D*t and below 

il. Now tell me in your own wordt, how you happenad to join ROTC. 



enter r^?^^ ^^^^ ^^"''^ following peraona UfiSj influenced your decision to 



4 



a. Service recruiter . . , 66-1 d. School counselor 

b. Someone in the Service other e. Someone «»lae . S 

thtn a recruit . , , 2 — — 

c. ^Arenta, friend or relative ^3 no one . , 6 



interviewer; ask E^'ERYONE 



23. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD #16) If there had been no d-.aft and you had no military obligation do you 
thiinX you would have enrolled in e military officer training program? 

Definitely yea 69>1 c. Probably no 3 



b. Probably yes 2 d. Definitely no 4 e. I don't Know 



24. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD #17) Do you plsn to atay in the Service at the end of your initial obUq-ted 

period of service aa a conmiaaioned officer? Pleaae look at thia card and tell me what your plans are. 

a. No, I plan to leave when I complete my obligation 7Q>1 

b. I am undecided 2 

c. Yea, I plan to atay in for a while .... 3 

d. Yea, I plan to maXe the Service my career . 4 

25a. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD #16) If you had no military obligation, and were permitted to leave your 
military officer training procram, would you do ao? 

a. Yea, I would leave the Program as neon as poasible 71>l 

b. NO, I would atay in the Program .... ^ 

c. 7 don't Xnow 



25b. Why do you say that? 



72- 



26. Is qOTC, compulsory at youk school? yes 7^1 No 2 Don't J now 3 

27. > you get course credit toward graduation for taking ROTC in college? 

Yes e>l No 2 Don't Know 3 



28a. How do ROTC instructors compare with oth«r faculty awmbera at your school? would you say your ROTC 
instructors are BETTER , WORSE , or ABOUT AS GOOD aa the other members of the faculty** 

Better 9:^1 worae 2 About as good 3 No opinion 



28b. :<ow could rotC improve the instruction? 



29. Should WTC Abolish drill* and marching? Ye« 13» 1 Mo 2 Don't Know ^3 

30. Should mc activitie* b« held off»caic>u» 7 Ye» 14- 1 ko 2 Don't Know ^3 



31a. How doc* ROTC course work compare with other courses at your school? Would you say the content of 
your ROTC courses is BETTER , WORSE > or ABOPT AS GOOD as the other courses? 



a. ROTC courses are better 

b. ROTC ooxirses are wrse 



15- 1 
2 



c. About as good 

d. Depends on the course 



31b. How could ^OTC improve the content of the course work? 



16- 



17- 



18- 



31c. Should you get credit for ROTC courses? Yes 



Don't Know (No Opinion) 



32. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD ;i9) Please look at this card and tell i^e for each of the items listed, how 
strongly it would influence or has influenced your decision to apply for a college military officer 
training program . . a strong influence, some influence, or influence at all. (P5:'C0RD ONE 
ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM) 



Strong 
Influence 



a. Which particular ^.-rvice 1 am trained for (Army., Navy. 

Air Force. Marine Corps) . . . ... 

b. Whether I become an aviation officer (get to fly) or not 

c. Whether I become a "ground" officer (do not get to fly) 

or not 

d. How much money I get each month I'm in college 

(subsistence allowance) ....... 

e. If I get expense money for all 4 years of college 

f. If I get expense money }ust for the last 2 years 

of college ......... 

g. If I have to go to sumn>er CAmp ...... 

h. I f my college tuition is paid (Scholarship Pro<>ram) 

I. If I get to go to the college of my choice . 

). If I ger paid to go to college, regardless of my 

father's income ........ 

k. If I havo to qo jnto the military service 

1. If I have to taVo courses in military subjects 

in college ......... 

m. If I have to drill (march) on campus .... 

n. How many years I have to serve in the military after 

I graduate from college ...... 

o. How many y^ars I have to serve in the Reserves after 
I complete Active Duty ..... 



20-1 



_^1 



23-1 



24-1 



26-1 



27-1 



26-1 



30-1 



33-1 



Seme 
In f luenc 



34-1 



No 

Inf 1 ugnce 



33. What IS the besn feature in tho R^C Program? 



35- 



36- 



37- 



34. What IS the biggest oroblem with the ROTC Program? 



38- 



39- 



40- 
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1^ 



JSa. WhcM did you generally seek advice from when you wanted information about Military Service? 
your . . . (READ LIST BCLOWi (RECORD BELOW UNDER 0. 35a) 

3Sb. Whom did vou aenerallv seek mdvic^ frrmt i^^nt-AH .w^,...*. .. 



wai It 



V£Sr.^i?^2®S-?Jilf'^*}^y advice from when you wanted information about college? Wai it ycur . 

(READ UST BELOW) (RECORD BELOW UKDER 0. 35b) 



a. Father . 

b. Mother . 

c. Brothers 

d. Other relatives 

e. Close friends 

f. School acquaintances 

g. Teachers 

h. Coiir'*elors 

I. Military recruiter at school 

). Military recruiter away from school 

k. Other (SPECXFY) 



36. 



0 . 35a 
Military 

41^ 1 

2 

3 

4 

^5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

0 

42- 



Was there a Jjnior ROTC Program at your high school? Yes 45.1 



No 



0. 35b 
College 

43- 1 

2 

3 

^4 

5 

^6 

7 

0 

9 

0 

44- 

Don't Know 



' 1 GO TO Q. A] 



36a. What did you think of the Junior ROTC Program m your high school? 



36b. K?re you ever enrolled m a Junior aOTC Program? Yes 48- 1 No 

36c, Which branch of the Armed Service would you say is best overall? 

Army 49- 1 Air Fo^'-ce 3 Coast Guard . 

Navy 2 Marine Corps ^4 



All the same, no difference 



46- 



(50-80) 



[miscellaneous - CLASSIFICATION 

Now, some final qies'^ions about yourself and your family . . . 

Al. ACEi How old are you as of your last birthday? ( INTERVIEWER ; IT IS ABSOLlfTELY NECESSARY TO OBTAIN 
THIS INFORMATION) 



' ' (1-491 



16 years SO- I 

17 years 2 



18 ,ears 

19 years 



20 years 

21 years 



22 years 

6 older 



A2. What IS your date of birth? ( INTERVIEWER ; IT IS ABSOLUTELY NECESSARY TO OBTAIN THIS INFORMATIOK) 
Month SI- Day (52-53) Year (54-55) 



IWTERVIE^R 

IF RESPOMTENT IS NOT OLD E!KHiGH (UMD€R IP) 

TO REGISTER FOR THE DRAFT (SEUECTIVE SERVICFJ. GO 

DIRECTLY TO 0. BL OTHERWISE. CONTINUC WITH 0. A3 



A3. Have you registered with the Selective Service? 



(ASK 0. A4) 



»o 2 

(GO TO O. Bl) 
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hc. :r "VCf- th C. '^3. ASK:) What It your draft cla»»if ication now? (If your draft board has claaai- 
iifZ yoi ther ynt have> received the card, "SELECTIVE SERVICE NOTICE OP CLASSIFICATION". On that 
fUTt yziMz cia»» . f irat ion appear* at a RoAan nuMral and a letter, for example, I-A, Il-S, l-H, 



'9. 



-0 



I- W 

II- A 
II-C 
II-D 



PRATT CIJ >S^FICATION 
6 II-S 



III- A X 

IV- A y 

IV-B S8« l 

IV-D ^2 



IV-F 
IV-G 

IV- W 

V- A 

1-H 



t.« HAF-ZTAl STATUS: Are you currently married or aingle? 

Harried 59-1 (GO TO 0. C) Single 



e:. rr *BZUZIS*, ask.) Ho^. likely > , It that you rfill get married in the next 12 months? Would you 
tcv :.hei it IS ver\' unlikely, "^-cre is a small chance, a good chance* or that you definitely 
fc'ili oet mtrried? • 



Verv ur.Vifceiy 
5ir.£,;,l chance 



60-1 



Good chance . 
Definitely will 



RESPDNDEt.r S DCCUP>;T:0K. :>o you nave a 30b at the present tine? If so, is it a part-time or a 



Nor emp;:»i*ed 



61-1 



Part-time 



Full-time 



r:.I5P2&ABL£ INCOME . Approximately how much income would you say you yourself received in the paot 



mcirtr.t - thtt .s. 
I'our t>e£t estimate. 



all sources such as a 30b, allowance, gifts, etc? Please try to give 



Unaer 


S30C . . 


62-1 


$1,000 


- $1,499 . 




6 


S300 • 


• S3«*9 . , 


2 


$1,S00 


- $1,999 . 




7 


S<OC • 


- S<99 . . 


3 


$2,000 


- 52,999 . 




8 


ssor • 


- S799 . . 


4 


$3,000 


- $3,995 . 




9 


S80C • 


• S999 . 




$4*000 


or more 




0 








Don*t 


Know 




y 



Atjout wr.fit percentage oi thiS income war pretty much yours to spend as you wanted? In other words, 
what percentage was left for you to /Save or spend as you pleased after you paid for all absolute 
necefc* i t-rt " Please try to give your best estimate. 



Dnoer 2 0% 
:r - 191 
7t - 291 
3C - 39% 



63-^ 



40-49% 

50-59% 
60-69% 
70-79% 



80 - (i9% 
90 - 100% 



Don't Know 



rsTTAl TAKll.^ IliCOME. IHnX) RESPOKDEMT CAW) «20) Would you please look at this card and tell me m 
wr.icr cr^4? y^ur total family annual income falls , . Please add up the income (includirtg social 

Sicrxiritj , interest, dividends, or any other significant income) of all the workers in your household. 
?lefts>e give me t..*te letter designation only of the incoaie group. (RECORD BELOW) 



a. $2,999 or under 

^. $3,000 - S4.999 

e. S5.000 - S7,995 

c. SE.OOD - $10,999 4 

e. Si:, 000 - $13,999 5 



64-1 

^2 

3 



f. $14,000 - $16,999 

g. $17,000 - $19,999 

h. $20,000 or over 
Refused . 
Dofi't Know 
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^* iUiSLffSr^"'^*' ^^^K 9r*d« of r«9ul«r school your p«r«nt« att«nd«d and 
cc«pl«t«d7 pi«M« «nsw«r for aach parant aaparataly. 

fathar Hothar 

a. Grada School 6S- 1 66> l 

b. Soma High School (1-3 yaars) . . . 2 2 

c. finiahud High School ^3 3 

d. So»a Collage (1-3 yaars) 4 4 

a. finished Collage or othar advanced education 

(technical or business school) . . . ^5 5 

G. Do you live at home with your parents? Yas 67-1 No ^2 

I TO BE F ILLED I N BY INTERVIE»£R FROM OBSBRVATIOW ONLY I 

H. RACE or RESPONDENT! White 66- 1 Black 2 other 3 



TYPE OP NEIGHBORHOOD: 

Large Metropolitan Central City 70^ x 

Outside Central City - Urban 2 

Outside Central City - Rural 3 

SMall Metropolitan Central City 4 

Outside Central City - Urban ^5 

Outside Central City - Rural 6 

Non*>Metropolitan Urban 7 

Rural - Para 8 

Rural - Non-Parm .... 9 



t BE SURE TO PILL IN CITY. COUNTY, AND STATE I 



Reapondent's Nwoe: 
Present Address: 



City: _ 2lz22 County: State: 7«;.7ft 

Interviewer's Nane: 

°*t«- Day of Week: 



Time Interview started: Time Interview Ended: 



SUPERVISOR TO PILL IN THIS SECTION 

Interviewer verified on (DATE): 

Question #*s: checked. 
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Appendix D 



APPROXIMATE TESTS OF STATISTICAL 
SIGNIFICANCE 

Approximate Sampling Tolerances for Differences 
Between TVo Survey Percentages at or Near These Levels 







10% 


20% 


30% 


40% 




Applicable 


Size of Samples 


or 


or 


or 


or 




Group 


Being Compared 


90% 


80% 


70% 


60% 


50% 


ARMY ROTC 


900 - 800 


3% 


4% 


4% 


5% 


5% 


USAF ROTC 


850 - 750 


3% 


4% 


5% 


5% 


5% 


NAVY ROTC 


600 - 600 


3% 


5% 


5% 


6% 


6% 



(95 in 100 Confidence Level) 



This table provides an approximate test of tho statistical Signi- 
ficance of the difference between any two percentage.c; at the .05 level 
of significance. • An illustration of the use of the table is as follows: 

For two sample sizes of approximately 600 and 
percentages ranging around 10%, the difference in rates 
between two samples would have to exceed 3% in order to 
achieve statistical significance at the .05 level of 
significance. 



Note that two independent samples are assumed. 
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Appendix Z 
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